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Introduction 


THIS  HISTORY  of  the  longshoremen's  and  general  strikes  in  San  Francisco 
makes  no  pretensions  of  being  other  than  an  outline  of  the  more  im- 
portant events  from  May  9th  to  about  July  31st,  1934.  It  is  in  no  sense 
interpretive,  it  attempts  to  draw  no  conclusions.    But  it  does  attempt  to  be 
factual.  Since  it  is  very  largely  based  on  newspaper   sources   it  is  obviously 
reportorial.  A  few  descriptive  sections  are  included  where  it  was  felt  that  material 
of  this  kind  would  be  of  value  in  aiding  the  reader  in  reaching  conclusions 
as   to  important,   underlying  aspects  of  this  very  human  struggle  in  which 
an  entire  community  was  eventually  involved. 

Because  of  the  fact  that  less  than  a  month  was  spent  in  its  completion, 
what  follows  must,  in  spite  of  every  effort  to  check  statements  made,  contain 
not  a  few  inaccuracies.  Had  more  time  been  available  to  examine  sources  some 
of  these  would,  undoubtedly,  have  been  caught.  But  again  the  exigencies  of 
time  made  this  procedure  impossible. 

A  word  must  be  said  as  to  references.  Almost  without  exception  every 
statement  made  on  the  basis  of  a  newspaper  reference  was  checked  to  be 
certain  that  it  appeared  in  more  than  one  paper.  The  particular  paper  re- 
ferred to  in  each  instance  is  the  one  that  seemed  to  carry  the  most  complete 
and,  inferentially,  the  most  accurate  statement.  In  many  cases  where  reference 
is  made  to  a  specific  paper  the  events  or  circumstances  described  in  the  news- 
paper narrative  also  came  within  the  field  of  personal  knowledge  of  the 
writer  and  in  some  instances  within  his  personal  observation. 

It  may  not  always  be  possible  to  trace  newspaper  references  from  regular 
library  files  since  the  writer  had  available  for  his  purposes  every  clipping 
from  every  edition  of  the  most  important  newspapers  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  area.  Since  many  editions  appeared  each  day,  particularly  during  the 
period  of  the  general  strike,  some  of  the  references  may,  as  indicated,  not 
be  found  in  an  ordinary  file. 

Reference  to  the  files  and  records  of  the  Industrial  Association  indicates, 
as  a  rule,  material  in  diaries  available  to  the  writer,  or  in  the  file  of  weekly 
memoranda  issued  to  its  Board  of  Directors.  Press  releases  were  also  used  as 
references  in  some  cases. 

While  this  technic  cannot  lay  claim  to  the  accuracy  that  would  be  expected 
of  a  studious  and  detailed  piece  of  historical  research,  it  is  felt  that  the  narra- 
tive which  follows,  and  which  was  written  while  the  recollection  of  events 
was  still  fresh,  may  serve  such  as  read  it  as  an  outline  of  the  spectacular 
events  which  it  attempts  to  cover. 

San  Francisco,  Calif. 
August  25,  1934. 
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at  the  conclusion  of  the  strike  of  1916 
continued  in  effect  until  1919.  On  May 
27,  19194  the  Riggers  and  Stevedores' 
Union  notified  the  employers  of  its 
intention  to  terminate  the  agreement 
then  in  effect  at  the  end  of  60  days. 
On  August  6th  new  demands  were  pre- 
sented to  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  by  the  longshoremen.  These 
demands  not  only  called  for  wage  in- 
creases and  changes  in  working  condi- 
tions but  also  called  for  participation 
in  the  earnings,  profits  and  directorates 
of  the  employing  companies.5 

There  followed  a  series  of  confer- 
ences between  the  representatives  of  the 
employers  and  the  longshoremen  and 
on  August  20,  1919  a  majority  of  the 
Riggers  and  Stevedores'  Union,  voting 
by  secret  ballot,  accepted  the  proposals 
so  arrived  at.6  Individual  members  of 
the  Union,  however,  refused  to  work 
under  the  terms  of  the  new  agreement 
and  on  September  13th,  because  of 
continued  agitation  by  this  group,  still 
further  concessions  were  proposed  by 
the  employers.  These  proposals  were 
rejected  by  a  rising  vote  of  the  Union 
and  on  September  15th  a  complete  tie- 
up  of  the  waterfront  took  place.  It  is 
stated7  that  still  further  concessions 
were  made  at  that  time  by  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  and  on  Sep- 
tember 19,  1919,  these  proposals  also 
were  rejected  as  the  result  of  a  rising 
vote.  In  this  connection  it  is  to  be 
noted  that  at  that  time,  and  probably 
now,  Section  6  of  Article  XXI  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  provided: 

"A  strike  or  partial  strike  shall  not  be 
ordered  or  settled  without  consent  of  an 
affirmative  majority  vote  by  secret  ballot,  of 
those  present  at  an  advertised  meeting 
called  for  that  purpose." 


(4)   Full  and  By— p.   18. 
(8)   Ibid.   p.  20. 


(5)   Ibid.  p.    18. 
(9)   Ibid.  p.  21. 


The  strike  continued  for  some  weeks 
and  was  marked  by  extreme  violence 
and  at  least  one  murder  of  a  man  sus- 
pected of  being  employed  on  the 
waterfront  as  a  strikebreaker,  but  who, 
in  fact,  was  a  member  of  another 
union.8 

Because  of  the  disaffection  of  a  sub- 
stantial majority  of  the  conservative 
element  of  the  Riggers  and  Stevedores' 
Union  a  secessionist  movement  began 
in  that  body  which  ended  in  the  forma- 
tion of  a  new  Association  known  as  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco  and  the  Bay  District.  It  is 
stated,9  on  what  is  believed  to  be 
reliable  authority,  that  approximately 
1,000  members  of  the  old  Riggers  and 
Stevedores'  Union  signed  the  charter 
roll  of  the  new  organization. 

The  Longshoremen's  Association  of 
San  Francisco  and  the  Bay  District  was 
an  independent  union  not  affiliated, 
during  its  first  eight  years,  with  any 
regular  labor  organization.  The  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  entered  into  a 
contract  with  it  for  a  five-year  period 
on  December  8,  1919.  This  contract 
remained  in  effect,  and  controlled  in- 
dustrial relations  on  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  with  some  changes  and 
periodic  renewal  from  that  time  until 
the  strike  of  1934. 

The  last  renewal  of  this  contract  took 
place  on  December  8,  1933,  at  which 
time,  while  no  changes  were  made  in 
the  working  conditions,  the  regular 
hourly  wage  rate  on  normal  cargo 
operations  was  increased  from  75  tf  to 
85  tf  an  hour  and  overtime  was  increased 
from  $1.15  to  $1.25  per  hour.10 

The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
was  organized  in  1914.  It  is  a  volun- 
tary Association  of  employers  of  long- 
shore labor  in  the  port  of  San  Fran- 

(6)   Ibid.  p.    18.  (7)   Ibid.  p.   19. 

(10)   See  Exhibit  "A". 
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cisco.  Its  membership  is  made  up  of 
some,  but  not  all,  of  the  ship  operating 
companies,  both  foreign  and  domestic, 
that  serve  this  port,  and  of  some,  but 
not  all,  of  the  contracting  stevedores 
and  stevedoring  companies  whose  sole 
business  is  loading  and  unloading  of 
vessels  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area. 
It  was  formed  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
dealing  with  questions  arising  in  con- 
nection with  longshore  labor,  is  not 
authorized  by  its  constitution  to  deal 
with  any  other  questions  and  has  never 
dealt  with  questions  affecting  the  con- 
ditions of  workers  employed  in  mari- 
time occupation  other  than  actual  long- 
shore operations.11 

The  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  is  a  regular  International 
Union  affiliated  with  the  American 
Federation  of  Labor  and  having  local 
or  district  organizations  in  all  principal 
ports  of  the  United  States.  It  claims 
jurisdiction  over  all  longshore  labor 
and  also  has  included  in  its  claims 
jurisdiction  over  other  dock  employees 
such  as  clerks,  checkers,  etc.  Its  head- 
quarters are  in  New  York  City. 

The  Longshoremen's  Association  of 
San  Francisco  and  Bay  District,  famil- 
iarly known  as  the  "Blue  Book"  car- 
ried on  an  unbroken  record  of  collective 
bargaining  with  its  employers  from  its 
organization  in  1919  until  the  incep- 
tion of  the  1934  waterfront  strike.  It 
was  charged  at  various  times  during 
this  period,  that  this  Association  was  a 
company  union.  In  this  connection, 
however,  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco  was  officially  admitted  as  a 
bona  fide  union  to  the  San  Francisco 


Labor  Council  on  November  27, 
1927.12  The  Association  elected  its 
delegates  to  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  until  May,  1931. 

At  about  this  time  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  filed  a 
protest  with  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  objecting  to  the  seating  of 
delegates  from  the  Longshoremen's 
Association  of  San  Francisco  on  the 
ground  that  the  latter  organization  was 
not  a  local  union  of  a  chartered  union 
affiliated  with  the  American  Federation 
of  Labor.  Therefore,  according  to  this 
protest,  the  presence  of  delegates  from 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco  in  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  was  contrary  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  which  forbids  the  seating  of 
delegates  in  city  central  bodies  from 
any  organization  not  affiliated  with  a 
chartered  union  of  the  Federation. 
With  the  refusal  of  the  local  group  to 
affiliate  with  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  the  delegates 
from  the  Longshoremen's  Association 
of  San  Francisco  withdrew  from  the 
San  Francisco  Labor  Council.13  In  this 
connection  it  is  interesting  to  note  that 
the  protest  was  probably  intended  to 
force  the  Longshoremen's  Association 
of  San  Francisco  to  apply  for  an  I.  L.  A. 
Charter.14  As  a  matter  of  fact  this  pro- 
posal was  seriously  considered  by  the 
"Blue  Book"  and  would  probably  have 
been  consummated  had  it  not  been  for 
the  active  opposition  of  some  of  the 
"Blue  Book"  officers  and  a  few  of  the 
members  of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union.  Other  members  of  the  latter 
organization  were,  however,  in  sym- 


(11)  The   Pacific  Coast  Longshoremen's   Strike  of   1934.   Statement  of  Thomas  G.   Plant,   President 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of  San  Francisco  to  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board, 
July  11,  1934.  Published  by  Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  p.  4. 

(12)  Labor   Clarion,   official   journal   S.    F.    Labor   Council,   Vol.    XXVI,   No.   48,   Dec.    30,    1927, 
p.   6;  Vol.   XXVII,  No.   11,  April   13,   1928,  p.  4.   Personal  communication  from  Longshore- 
men's Association  of  San  Francisco,  July  24,  1934. 

(13)  Labor  Clarion,  Vol.  XXX,  No.  16,  May  22,  1931,  p.  10. 

(14)  Statement  of  Joseph  P.  Ryan,  President  I.  L.  A.  to  writer,  June  14,  1934. 
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pathy  with  the  plan  for  I.  L.  A.  affilia- 
tion by  the  "Blue  Book."*5 

Shortly  after  the  approval  of  the 
National  Industrial  Recovery  Act,  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, which  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
had  not  been  represented  on  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront  since  1919,  sent 
organizers  into  San  Francisco  for  the 
purpose  of  re-establishing  itself.  Simul- 
taneously organizers  were  sent  into 
other  Pacific  Coast  ports.  By  September 
a  sufficient  number  of  members  had  been 
secured  to  obtain  a  charter  from  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion and  a  local,  known  as  Local  38-79 
International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, was  chartered  in  that  month,  with 
Lee  J.  Holman  as  its  president.16 
About  the  same  time  the  Pacific  Coast 
District  organization  was  set  up  with 
William  J.  Lewis  as  its  president.  It 
is  understood  that  this  district  organ- 
ization was  given  practical,  if  not 
complete,  autonomy  by  the  general 
headquarters  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association. 

Early  in  September,  1933,  the  of- 
ficers of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  filed  a  complaint 
before  the  local  NRA  officials.  This 
complaint  was  directed  against  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco  and  contained  two  charges: 
first,  that  the  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation of  San  Francisco  was  a  com- 
pany union,  and  second,  that  Section 
7  (a)  of  the  National  Industrial  Re- 
covery Act  was  being  violated  inas- 
much as  stevedores  could  not  obtain 
employment  on  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  without  becoming  members 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Association  of 
San  Francisco.  In  other  words,  at  this 
time,  the  International  Longshore- 


men's Association  requested  the  op- 
portunity to  permit  its  members  to 
work  under  what  would  be  tantamount 
to  open  shop  conditions  and  objected 
strenuously  to  the  preferential  union 
contract  existing  between  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  and  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association  of  San  Fran- 
cisco. A  special  Board  was  appointed 
by  George  Creel,  Chairman  of  the 
District  Recovery  Board,  to  examine 
and  report  on  these  complaints. 

This  Board,  in  rendering  its  report, 
under  date  of  September  2,  1933, 
stated,  in  effect,  that  while  it  was 
without  jurisdiction,  the  first  charge 
that  the  Longshoremen's  Association 
of  San  Francisco  was  a  company  union 
was  without  foundation  but  that  the 
second  charge,  relative  to  discrimina- 
tion, was  borne  out  by  testimony.  It 
recommended  that  the  waterfront  of 
San  Francisco  should  be  open  to 
workers  without  regard  to  their  affili- 
ation.17 One  of  the  members  of  the 
Board  was  John  A.  O'Connell,  Sec- 
retary of  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council,  thus  apparently  placing  on 
these  findings  the  stamp  of  approval  of 
organized  labor  in  San  Francisco. 

No  further  difficulty  occurred  on 
the  San  Francisco  waterfront  until 
early  in  October,  1933.  At  that  time 
four  stevedores  were  discharged  by 
the  Matson  Navigation  Company.  It 
was  claimed  by  these  men  that  their 
discharge  was  due  to  the  fact  that  they 
were  members  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association.  After 
some  unsuccessful  negotiations  look- 
ing toward  their  reinstatement  a  strike 
took  place,  on  October  llth,  affecting 
only  the  docks  of  the  Matson  Navi- 
gation Company  and  involving  ap- 
proximately 150  men.  Non-union 


(15)  Statement  of  T.  G.  Plant,  President  Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  to  writer. 

(16)  Labor  Clarion.  Vol.  XXXII,  No.  34,  September  22,  1933,  p.  10. 

(17)  See   Exhibit    "B". 
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workers  were  employed  to  handle 
cargo  on  these  docks.  Efforts  to  settle 
this  difficulty  by  conferences  were  un- 
availing and  after  some  violence  of 
an  incidental  character  had  occurred 
the  matter  was  taken  in  hand  by 
George  Creel,  NRA  Regional  Admin- 
istrator, and  decision  was  reached  to 
submit  the  entire  matter  to  arbitra- 
tion.18 A  Board  of  three,  none  of 
whom  were  connected  with  the  in- 
dustry, consisting  of  Judge  M.  C. 
Sloss,  Reverend  Father  Thomas  F. 
Burke,  and  Henry  Grady,  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  California,  was  appointed 
on  October  13th.  The  threat  of  a 
strike  of  all  longshoremen1 9  to  sup- 
port the  position  of  the  stevedores  on 
the  Matson  docks  was  not  pressed 
after  the  agreement  of  arbitration  had 
been  arrived  at.  This  Board,  on  Oc- 
tober 13,  1933,  rendered  an  award 
reinstating  the  four  men.  Pending  the 
decision  all  strikers  on  the  Matson 
docks  had  been  reinstated. 

During  the  period  between  the  ar- 
rival in  San  Francisco  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association 
organizers  and  the  early  part  of  1934 
conditions  on  the  San  Francisco  water- 
front were  in  a  state  of  flux.  Some 
workers  retained  their  membership  in 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  of 
San  Francisco.  Others  joined  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion while  a  substantial  number  are 
reported  to  have  retained  their  mem- 
bership in  both  organizations. 

The  first  sign  of  a  threat  to  call  a 
general  longshoremen's  strike  on  the 
Pacific  Coast  was  noted  in  December, 
1933.  On  December  17th,  San  Fran- 
cisco Local  38-79  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  met  at 


the  Building  Trades  Temple  to  deter- 
mine by  ballot  whether  the  Union 
would  participate  in  a  coastwise  long- 
shoremen's strike.20  At  this  time  ac- 
cording to  the  press,  Lee  J.  Holman, 
President  of  the  Local,  said  that  the 
Union  was  demanding  a  six-hour  day, 
30-hour  week  and  a  minimum  rate  of 
$1.00  an  hour.21  The  same  newspaper 
article  stated,  "Mr.  Holman  declared 
every  effort  will  be  made  to  avert  a 
walkout  but  indicated  all  members 
will  insist  on  the  wage  and  hours 


revision. 


This  was  the  first  public  notice,  at 
least,  of  the  demands  to  be  made  by 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  on 
its  employers.  While  meetings  had 
taken  place  in  January  between  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  and  the 
I.  L.  A.  the  latter  organization,  early 
in  March  of  1934,  laid  before  George 
Creel,  Chairman  of  the  NRA  Regional 
Labor  Board,  a  complaint  to  the  effect 
that  it  could  not  bargain  collectively 
with  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
because  of  the  refusal  of  the  latter  or- 
ganization to  meet  with  the  I.  L.  A. 
representatives.  It  was  announced  by 
W.  P.  Dibble,  chairman  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
Publicity  Committee  on  March  3d22 
that  officials  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union,  following  a  confer- 
ence with  Mr.  Creel,  had  agreed  to 
send  letters  to  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Unions  in  other  Pacific  Coast 
ports  urging  the  appointment  of  dele- 
gates to  meet  with  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining.  It 
was  stated  at  the  same  time  by  Mr. 
Dibble  that  demands  would  be  pre- 
sented for  a  wage  increase  of  15^f 
per  hour  and  for  a  30-hour  week.  The 
demands  of  the  I.  L.  A.  at  this  time 


(18)  S.  F.  News,  October  13,  1933. 
(20)  S.  F.  News,  December  18,   1933. 


(19)   S.  F.  Examiner,  October  13,   1933. 
(21)   Ibid.  (22)   S.  F.  News,  March  3,  1934. 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


had  not  been  changed  from  those 
announced  by  Holman  in  December. 
No  other  demands  were  to  be  pre- 
sented, according  to  press  dispatches. 

On  March  5th,  1934,  a  committee 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
of  San  Francisco  met  with  represen- 
tatives of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association.  This  meeting, 
as  previously  indicated,  was  arranged 
by  Mr.  Creel  at  the  request  of  the 
organized  longshoremen  and  took 
place  in  the  office  of  the  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union.  At  this  time  the 
Union  made  two  demands  of  the 
employers.  These  were,  (1),  that  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of  San 
Francisco  negotiate  for  the  entire  Pa- 
cific Coast  and,  (2),  that  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association 
be  given  a  closed  shop  contract  or  an 
exclusive  employment  agreement.23 

Both  of  these  demands  were  re- 
fused by  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  of  San  Francisco.  It  was  stated 
by  its  representatives  that  as  to  the 
first  demand  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  had  no  authority  to 
negotiate  for  other  Pacific  Coast  ports 
at  many  of  which  steamship  lines 
called  that  did  not  make  San  Francisco 
a  port  of  call  and  contracting  steve- 
doring companies  operated  which  were 
not  represented  in  the  membership  of 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of 
San  Francisco.  The  second  demand 
relative  to  a  closed  shop  contract  was 
refused  by  the  Water  Employers  on 
the  ground  that  to  enter  into  such  a 
contract  was  illegal  under  the  terms 
of  Section  7  (a)  of  the  National  In- 
dustrial Recovery  Act  since  such  a 


closed  shop  agreement  would  be  tanta- 
mount to  discrimination  against  and 
coercion  toward  all  longshoremen  who 
were  not  members  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association.24 

Several  subsequent  meetings  were 
held  between  the  same  parties  in  Mr. 
Creel's  office.  On  March  7th  long- 
shoremen in  all  Pacific  Coast  ports 
from  Seattle  to  San  Diego  were  di- 
rected to  take  a  strike  vote.  The  strike 
ballot  read  as  follows: 

"Members  in  favor  of  calling  a  strike  for 
recognition  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association,  effective  8  A.  M.  March 
23,  will  vote  yes.  Members  against  a  strike 
at  that  time  will  vote  no. 

"If  the  employers  have  agreed  to  collec- 
tive bargaining  before  March  23d,  this 
ballot  is  void." 

In  connection  with  publicity  inci- 
dent to  the  announcement  that  a  strike 
vote  was  being  taken  the  demands  of 
the  Union  were  stated  to  be  union 
recognition,  the  6-hour  day  and  a 
wage  scale  of  $1.00  per  hour.25-26 

Decision  to  take  the  strike  vote  was 
reached  at  a  convention  of  delegates 
from  all  Pacific  Coast  ports  which 
convened  in  San  Francisco  on  February 
25,  1934.  The  convention  was  called 
as  the  result  of  a  referendum  con- 
ducted among  the  I.  L.  A.  member- 
ship in  all  Pacific  Coast  ports.  Two 
questions  were  submitted: 

(a)  Shall  the  Association  have  a  conven- 
tion in  San  Francisco,  February  25th? 

(b)  Shall  the  convention  vote  to  strike  in 
the  event  that  the  wage  and  hour  de- 
mands are  not  acceded  to  by  the  ship- 
ping companies  ?2? 

At  the  same  time  J.  C.  Bjorklund, 
secretary  of  the  Pacific  Coast  District 
of  the  I.  L.  A.,  telegraphed  General 


(23)  From   a   summary   of  activities   between   March    5th,    1934,   and   May   8th,    1934,   reported   by 
Waterfront  Employers'   Union   and   approved   as   to   facts   by  Dr.    Henry   F.   Grady,   Chairman 

President's  Fact  Finding  Commission  and  later  Chairman  Regional  Labor  Board. 

(24)  Ibid.  (25)   S.  F.  Examiner,  March  8,  1934. 

(26)  See,  however,  Exhibit  "E"  as  to  union  recognition. 

(27)  S.    F.    Chronicle,    February    16,    1934. 
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Hugh  S.  Johnson  that  "the  action  of 
the  government  in  not  providing  a 
code  (for  the  shipping  industry) 
proves  that  it  is  either  impotent  or 
negligent."28  The  convention  decreed 
that  the  employers  be  given  until 
March  7th29  to  meet  the  demands  of 
the  Union,  and  in  case  of  failure  to 
secure  their  acceptance  by  that  time, 
the  convention  decreed  that  the  strike 
vote  should  be  taken. 

A  majority  of  the  members  in  all 
the  Pacific  Coast  locals  voted  in  favor 
of  the  strike. 

On  March  19th  and  March  21st, 
1934,  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  placed  two  full  page  statements 
in  the  important  daily  papers  in  the 
Bay  area  outlining  its  position.30 

On  March  20th  there  appeared  in 
the  San  Francisco  press  a  statement 
issued  by  Thomas  G.  Plant,  the  pres- 
ident of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union,  outlining  the  position  of  that 
organization  in  connection  with  the 
threatened  strike.31 

No  progress  having  been  made  in 
connection  with  the  settlement  of  the 
controversy  the  strike  was  called,  sched- 
uled to  commence  on  March  23d.  On 
March  22d  President  Roosevelt,  as  a 
result  of  a  direct  request  from  Mr. 
Creel,  wired  to  W.  J.  Lewis,  Pres- 
ident of  the  Pacific  Coast  District  of 
the  International  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation, urging  that  the  strike  be 
suspended  until  an  investigation  of  all 
matters  in  controversy  could  be  made 
by  an  impartial  board  which  he  would 
name.  It  was  stated  in  the  President's 
communication  that  the  Board  would 
be  empowered  to  conduct  hearings 
and  to  make  recommendations  as  a 
basis  for  peaceful  settlement  of  the 


(28)  Ibid. 

(29)  S.  F.  Examiner,  March  1,  1934. 

(30)  See  Exhibits  "C"  and  "D". 

(31)  See   Exhibit    "E". 


differences  by  direct  negotiation.32  To 
this  communication  from  the  Presi- 
dent, Lewis  replied  as  follows: 

"Your  telegram  of  March  22  received. 
Strike  order  by  virtually  unanimous  vote  of 
longshoremen  of  the  Pacific  Coast  repre- 
sents the  deepest  conviction  of  12,000 
workers  that  justice  could  not  be  had  except 
by  showing  our  economic  strength. 

"In  compliance  with  your  request,  how- 
ever, we  are  postponing  strike  action  at  this 
time  under  your  pledge  to  appoint  an  im- 
partial commission  to  conduct  hearings  and 
make  recommendations,  believing  that  the 
evidence  of  the  justice  of  our  cause  is  bound 
to  change  present  unbearable  conditions. 

"I  am  notifying  all  of  our  members  on 
the  Coast  to  this  effect.  With  every  assur- 
ance of  loyalty  and  esteem. 

"W.  J.  Lewis." 

President  Roosevelt  appointed  on 
this  fact-finding  board  Charles  A. 
Reynolds,  Chairman  of  the  Regional 
Labor  Board  of  Seattle,  Dr.  Henry  F. 
Grady,  occupying  a  similar  position  in 
San  Francisco,  and  Dr.  J.  L.  Leonard, 
serving  in  the  same  capacity  in  Los 
Angeles. 

The  Board  commenced  hearings  in 
San  Francisco  on  March  28,  1934, 
and  continued  the  hearings  through 
March  31st,  1934.  On  April  1,  1934, 
an  executive  session  of  the  Board  was 
held.33  Its  recommendations  were  pre- 
sented to  both  sides.34  The  Board 
recessed  until  April  3d  at  which  time 
both  sides  agreed  to  present  their 
responses  to  the  recommendations 
which  the  Board  had  made.  On  the 
same  day  the  employers  presented 
counter  proposals.35  The  President's 
Board,  after  consideration  of  these 
proposals  recommended  that  they  be 
accepted  by  the  men.  On  the  after- 
noon of  April  3  in  the  office  of  Dr. 
Grady,  the  employers'  proposal  was 


(32)  S.  F.  News,  March  23.   1934. 

(33)  Summary,  etc.  See  note  21. 

(34)  See    Exhibit    "F". 

(35)  See   Exhibit    "G". 
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accepted  by  the  men.**  These  pro- 
posals are  summarized  here:  (1)  that 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  ac- 
cept the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  as  the  representative  of 
the  majority  of  longshoremen  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  District  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining,  (2) 
that  the  labor  provisions  of  the  pro- 
posed shipping  code  should  be  applied 
in  connection  with  mediation  and  ar- 
bitration of  the  existing  dispute  as 
though  the  same  were  actually  in 
effect,  (3)  that  a  dispatching  hall 
under  joint  management  should  be 
established,  (4)  that  because  of  local 
differences  the  problems  of  each  port 
must  be  handled  separately. 

The  first  meeting  with  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  agreement  was  held 
April  4,  1934.37  Meetings  were  also 
held  on  April  5th  and  6th.  The  long- 
shoremen were  represented  at  these 
meetings  by  the  members  of  the  Pa- 
cific Coast  District  Council.  However, 
the  meetings  soon  became  deadlocked 
due  to  the  insistence  of  the  committee 
of  longshoremen  that  in  any  agree- 
ment reached  as  to  wages  the  pro- 
visions of  such  an  agreement  must  be 
binding  on  all  Pacific  Coast  ports.38 
This  brought  the  discussions  back  to 
the  same  point  that  had  been  reached 
on  March  3d.  Since  this  insistence  on 
a  coast  settlement  was  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  understanding  reached 
on  April  3d,  on  which  the  negotia- 
tions were  undertaken,  the  entire 
matter  was  again  placed  in  the  hands 
of  Dean  Henry  F.  Grady,  Regional 
Labor  Board  Chairman,  on  April  7th. 
At  this  time  Dean  Grady  advised  the 


(36)  Summary,  etc.  See  note  21. 

(37)  Ibid.  See  note  21. 

(38)  Ibid.  See  note  21. 

(39)  Ibid.  See  note  21. 


representatives  of  the  men  that  their 
demands  were  in  violation  of  the 
agreement  of  April  3d.39 

It  being  evident  that  no  further 
progress  could  be  made  through  nego- 
tiations between  the  Pacific  Coast  Dis- 
trict Council  and  the  representatives 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union, 
the  Pacific  Coast  Council  Committee 
disbanded  and  the  members  thereof  re- 
turned to  the  several  ports  from  which 
they  had  come.40  Thereupon  a  new  com- 
mittee was  elected  by  the  San  Francisco 
local  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association.  This  committee  was 
authorized  to  deal  with  the  employers 
and  attempt  to  reach  an  agreement. 
Notification  of  the  appointment  of  this 
committee  was  contained  in  a  letter 
received  by  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  on  April  14th.41 

The  first  meeting  between  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  and  this  new  commit- 
tee took  place  on  April  16th.42  A 
long  series  of  meetings  took  place 
thereafter.  Certain  complaints  which 
had  been  presented  to  the  President's 
fact-finding  commission  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  longshoremen,  and 
which  were  considered  the  most  press- 
ing, were  immediately  discussed  at  the 
meeting  of  April  16th  and  at  that 
time  the  employers,  in  an  effort  to 
find  an  immediate  and  satisfactory 
solution  for  these  complaints,  made 
definite  proposals  involving  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  maximum  work-week, 
a  maximum  work-period,  and  a  mini- 
mum rest-period.  These  proposals  were 
accepted  by  the  men  on  April  20th.45 
The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  im- 
mediately advised  its  members  as  to 
the  proposals  and  recommended  that 


(40)  Ibid.  See  note  21. 

(41)  Ibid.  See  note  21. 

(42)  Ibid.  See  note  21. 

(43)  Ibid.  See  note  21. 
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they  be  put  into  effect  at  once.  They 
were  made  effective  the  same  day.44 

It  is  necessary  here  to  revert  for 
a  moment  to  an  exchange  of  letters 
which  took  place  between  Joseph  P. 
Ryan,  President  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  and 
Thomas  G.  Plant,  President  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union.  Under 
date  of  March  20th  Mr.  Ryan  ad- 
dressed a  letter  to  the  operating  man- 
agers of  the  principal  steamship  com- 
panies calling  at  San  Francisco  in 
which  he  first  outlined  the  attempts 
to  secure  the  approval  of  a  shipping 
code.  The  letter  then  went  on  to  state 
that  Ryan  was  very  dubious  as  to  the 
prospects  of  obtaining  such  a  code, 
and  that  it  was  unfair  for  the  steam- 
ship operators  to  refuse  to  give  the 
longshoremen  the  right  to  collective 
bargaining,  pending  the  signature  of  a 
code.  Mr.  Ryan  next  stated  that  the 
men  were  resentful  of  the  action  taken 
by  the  employers,  that  a  strike  vote 
had  been  taken  and  that  the  men  had 
the  right  to  cease  work  until  such 
time  as  an  agreement  covering  wages 
and  working  conditions  in  each  port 
had  been  approved.  The  letter  prac- 
tically concluded  by  asking  a  confer- 
ence to  be  held  in  San  Francisco  at 
which  the  question  of  an  agreement 
between  the  employers  and  employees 
of  the  various  ports  on  the  Pacific 
Coast  might  be  worked  out.45 

Mr.  Ryan's  letter  which  was  dated 
March  20th  was  replied  to  by  Mr. 
Plant  on  March  29th.  Mr.  Plant  de- 
nied that  the  Waterfront  Employers 
had  refused  to  meet  with  representa- 
tives of  the  longshoremen  and  speci- 
fically denied  that  the  employers  were 
standing  on  the  point  of  refusal  to 
meet  until  a  code  for  the  shipping  in- 


dustry had  been  approved.46 

Returning  now  to  the  discussions 
which  had  taken  place  between  the 
representatives  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  and  the  local  commit- 
tee which  had  been  appointed  by 
Local  38-79,  International  Longshore- 
men's Association,  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  sat- 
isfactory progress  was  being  made  in 
connection  with  a  revision  of  work- 
ing conditions  on  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront,  the  question  of  wages 
again  became  deadlocked  early  in  the 
discussion.47  Since  the  discussions 
which  had  been  taking  place  up  to 
that  time  were  more  or  less  informal, 
it  was  suggested  by  President  Lewis, 
of  the  Pacific  Coast  District  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation, that  the  issue  of  wages  be 
referred  to  local  mediation,48  as  this 
was  the  first  step  provided  for  in  the 
agreement  of  April  3d  in  case  collec- 
tive bargaining  failed  to  produce  a 
satisfactory  conclusion  of  the  several 
points  at  issue.  The  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  selected 
its  representatives  on  April  20th  and 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  se- 
lected its  representatives  on  April  21st. 
The  mediation  board  had  scarcely  con- 
vened when  a  new  dispute  threatened 
its  continuing  life.  The  representatives 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Association 
again  opened  the  question  of  a  coast- 
wise wage  settlement  and  insisted  that 
whatever  decision  was  reached  by  the 
mediation  board  must  apply  to  all 
Pacific  Coast  ports.49  To  this  the  em- 
ployers replied  that  the  position  which 
they  had  taken  earlier  must  be  reiter- 
ated; that  San  Francisco  could  not 
guarantee  the  conditions  in  other 
ports;  that  each  port  must  negotiate 


(44)  Sec  Exhibit  "H". 

(47)   Summary,  etc.  See  note  21. 


(45)  See  Exhibit  "I". 
(48)  Ibid.  (49)  Ibid. 


(46)  See  Exhibit  "J". 
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its  own  agreement  on  wage  and  work- 
ing conditions  separately  under  the 
terms  of  the  April  3d  agreement.  In 
this  connection,  however,  it  was 
pointed  out  that  whatever  wages  were 
agreed  on  in  San  Francisco,  would 
undoubtedly  be  of  profound  influence, 
as  they  had  been  in  the  past,  on  long- 
shore wage  rates  in  the  various  ports 
on  the  Pacific  Coast,  just  as  wage 
rates  established  in  New  York  City 
for  longshore  work  had  an  effect  on 
wage  rates  in  San  Francisco.  They 
again  insisted  that  the  employers  in 
San  Francisco  could  bind  only  them- 
selves. On  the  basis  of  this  position 
the  mediation  was  resumed.50 

While  the  special  mediation  com- 
mittee was  attempting  to  reach  a  sat- 
isfactory answer  to  the  points  in  dis- 
pute the  Executive  Committee  of  the 
Longshoremen  and  a  committee  rep- 
resenting the  employers  began  a  serious 
revision  of  the  working  rules  and  hir- 
ing conditions  in  this  port.  These  com- 
mittees met  almost  daily  in  their  work 
of  revision  from  April  21st  to  May 
5th.  A  revised  set  of  working  rules 
was  proposed  that  was  generally  ac- 
ceptable to  both  parties.51- 

It  was  during  these  discussions  of 
the  working  rules  to  prevail  in  the 
port  of  San  Francisco  that  the  question 
of  a  hiring  or  dispatching  hall  was  first 
jointly  considered  by  representatives  of 
the  employers  and  the  workers.  It  was 
agreed  by  both  parties  that  some  plan 
must  be  worked  out  which  would  re- 
sult in  a  limitation  in  the  number  of 
men  eligible  to  work  in  the  port,  and 
that  this  limitation  should  be  so  drawn 
as  to  include  within  its  scope  those  men 
who  had  a  legitimate  claim  on  the  in- 
dustry and  who  had  been  regularly 
accustomed  to  perform  longshore  work. 
The  proposal,  however,  was  never 

(50)  Ibid.  (51)  Ibid  and  see  Exhibit  "L". 


made  effective  because  of  the  inability 
of  the  two  committees  to  agree  as  to 
the  effective  registration  date  after 
which  men  employed  on  the  San  Fran- 
cisco waterfront  for  the  first  time  would 
not  be  entitled  to  register  at  the  dis- 
patching hall.  It  was  proposed  by  the 
employers  that  July  1,  1933,  should 
be  set  as  the  deadline  for  registration. 
This  proposal  to  move  the  deadline 
back  to  the  middle  of  the  previous 
summer  was  suggested  because  of  the 
desire  of  the  employers  to  eliminate 
from  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  a 
considerable  number  of  undesirables 
who  had  appeared  on  it  since  that  date. 
No  final  agreement  on  this  most  im- 
portant point,  however,  was  reached 
during  the  course  of  these  discus- 
sions.52 

Efforts  to  settle  the  wage  issues  and 
the  maximum  number  of  hours  per 
week  to  be  worked  were  again  made 
after  the  mediation  board  resumed 
hearings  on  May  2nd.  Both  sides  sub- 
mitted briefs  on  hours  and  wages  and 
although  two  sessions  were  held  daily 
on  May  2d,  3d,  4th  and  5th  no  agree- 
ment was  reached.  At  this  time,  because 
of  the  evident  inability  of  the  parties 
then  mediating  to  find  a  common 
ground  the  employers  advocated  that 
the  questions  at  issue  be  submitted  to 
national  mediation.  This  was  the  next 
step  provided  for  in  the  agreement  of 
April  3d.  The  men,  however,  refused 
to  consider  submitting  the  proposals 
to  any  other  mediation  group  and  sev- 
ered negotiations.53 

On  April  30th  written  notice  was 
filed  with  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  by  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  to  the  effect  that 
unless  a  definite  and  satisfactory  agree- 
ment was  arrived  at  by  8  P.M.  Mon- 
day, May  7th,  1934,  all  further  nego- 


(52)  Ibid. 


(53)  Ibid. 
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tiations  would  be  discontinued.  It  was 
implied  that  the  strike  order  previously 
voted  would  be  put  into  effect.54  Effort 
was  still  made  by  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  to  secure  an  opportunity 
to  place  the  entire  situation  before  the 
membership  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Association.  A  letter  outlining  a  plan 
to  make  this  possible  was  dispatched 
to  Wm.  J.  Lewis,  District  President 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association,  on  May  7th.55  This  letter 
was  delivered  to  Mr.  Lewis  in  person 
but  after  reading  it  he  replied  that 
there  would  be  no  answer.56  The  press 
of  May  8th  carried  dispatches  to  the 
effect  that  the  strike  would  become 
effective  on  the  following  morning.  No 
further  word  was  received  from  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Associ- 
ation as  to  its  intentions  and  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  there- 
fore, telephoned  to  one  of  the  officers 
of  the  Union  who  confirmed  the  stories 
in  the  press  that  the  strike  would  be- 
come effective  the  next  day.57 

In  connection  with  all  these  negoti- 
ations it  should  be  pointed  out  that 
restlessness  among  the  men  developed 
shortly  after  April  3d  largely  because 
of  the  fact  that  so  far  as  can  be  ascer- 
tained no  reports,  or  only  reports  of 
the  most  sketchy  character  were  made 
by  the  officers  of  the  I.  L.  A.  to  the 
membership  as  to  the  matters  which 
were  being  discussed  at  the  joint  meet- 
ings. It  is  probable  that  no  report, 
whatever,  was  made  as  to  the  import- 
ant revisions  in  working  rules  which 
had  been  tentatively  agreed  on  by  both 
parties  (see  page  10)  and  which  in 
effect  would  have  established  one  of 


the  most  important  claims  of  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, namely,  that  the  work- week  should 
be  limited  to  30  hours.58  It  was  also 
proposed  by  the  employers  that  a 
jointly  edited  waterfront  journal  should 
be  published  by  both  parties  giving 
to  all  the  men  working  on  the  water- 
front an  official  record  of  what  was 
transpiring  at  the  meetings  taking  place 
between  the  two  groups. 5?  When  this 
subject  was  first  broached  it  was  wel- 
comed by  the  officers  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Association,  but  publication  was 
deferred  by  them  from  day  to  day  and 
finally  all  thought  of  publishing  the 
joint  information  service  was  aban- 
doned.60 

It  was  during  the  period  from  March 
23d,  the  date  on  which  the  original 
strike  had  been  called,  and  May  1st, 
that  radical  agitation  on  the  waterfront 
began  to  assume  alarming  proportions. 
While  the  flood  of  leaflets,  broadsides, 
mimeographed  circulars  and  other  ma- 
terial which  emanated  from  communist 
and  radical  headquarters  had  not  yet 
reached  the  veritable  storm  of  propa- 
ganda which  developed  later  in  the 
strike,  the  first  evidences  of  radical  ac- 
tivity were  definitely  making  them- 
selves felt  at  this  time.  The  workers 
were  being  told  that  their  employers 
were  selling  them  out.  They  were  be- 
ing goaded  to  take  radical  and  drastic 
action  and  a  general  state  of  unrest  was 
being  created  so  far  as  possible  by  the 
representatives  and  spokesmen  of  the 
more  radical  waterfront  and  maritime 
unions.  Thus,  the  Western  Worker,61 
the  official  publication  of  the  Com- 
munist Party  on  the  Pacific  Coast,  be- 
gan to  take  an  active  interest  in  the 


{54>   I66 

(60)  Ibid: 

(61)  Western   Worker,   Western  Organ  of  the  Communist   Party,   U.   S.   A.    (Section  of  the  Com- 
munist International)  San  Francisco,  April  2,  1934. 


'!£".  (55)   See  Exhibit  "L-l".  (56)   Summary,  etc.  See  note  21. 

Y     '  08)   See  Exhibit  "L"'  (59)   Summafy.  etc-  See  note  21. 
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longshoremen's  strike,  and  indicated 
that  the  Marine  Workers'  Industrial 
Union  was  making  every  effort  to  pre- 
vent any  settlement  which  did  not  meet 
with  the  approval  of  the  so-called  rank 
and  file  group. 

It  was  during  this  period  that  Lee  J. 
Holman,  who  created  and  organized 
the  new  Local  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  in  San 
Francisco,  and  was  elected  its  first 
president,  was  removed  from  office. 

On  April  19th  it  was  announced  that 
Holman  had  been  permanently  sus- 


pended and  that  he  would  not  be  eli- 
gible for  reelection  within  a  period  of 
a  year.  Holman  was  not  present  at  the 
trial  at  which  this  suspension  took 
place  as  he  was  at  home  suffering 
from  an  attack  of  pneumonia.  The 
charges  which  were  filed  against  Hol- 
man were  that  he  was  "too  conserva- 
tive" and  that  he  did  not  represent  the 
sentiment  of  the  majority  of  the  Union 
regarding  the  strike.  Holman  claimed 
that  because  of  his  conciliatory  attitude 
he  had  received  many  threats  of  vio- 
lence.62 


(62)  S.  F.  Call  Bulletin,  April  19,  1934. 


Chapter  II. 


ON  THE  MORNING  of  May  9th 
longshoremen  left  their  em- 
ployment in  Seattle,  Tacoma, 
Portland,  San  Francisco,  San  Pedro  and 
San  Diego,  the  principal  ports  on  the 
Coast,  and  in  addition  struck  at  smaller 
ports  such  as  Stockton,  Bellingham, 
Aberdeen,  Gray's  Harbor,  Astoria  and 
other  northwest  points.  It  was  estimated 
by  the  Associated  Press  that  between 
10,000  and  15,000  longshoremen  had 
actually  left  their  jobs.1  A  temporary 
tieup  of  all  ships  that  were  working 
at  docks  in  these  ports  ensued.  The 
extent  of  the  tieup  varied  from  port 
to  port  as  will  be  pointed  out  below. 
On  the  previous  day,  Wm.  J.  Lewis, 
District  President  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  had  stat- 
ed, "No  one,  not  even  President  Roose- 
velt, can  stop  this  strike  now  except 
an  agreement  on  the  part  of  our  em- 
ployers to  conform  to  our  demands."2 
Every  effort  on  the  part  of  represen- 
tatives of  the  Federal  Government  to 
secure  postponement  of  the  strike  ac- 
tion proved  unavailing.  Members  of 
the  President's  Fact-Finding  Commis- 
sion hastened  to  return  to  San  Fran- 
cisco by  plane.  Dr.  J.  L.  Leonard, 
Chairman  of  the  Los  Angeles  Regional 
Labor  Board  and  a  member  of  the 
Fact-Finding  Commission,  personally 
visited  the  offices  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  in  an 
effort  to  find  Lewis  but  was  unable  to 
locate  him.  Union  officers  present  at 
the  hall  professed  complete  ignorance 
as  to  Lewis'  whereabouts.3 

Dean  Henry  Francis  Grady,  Chair- 
man of  the  President's   Fact-Finding 


Board  who  was  in  Washington  at  the 
time,  telegraphed  leaders  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association 
requesting  that  they  delay  strike  action 
until  his  arrival  from  Washington  by 
plane  on  the  following  day.4  Action 
looking  toward  postponement  was  also 
taken  by  Dr.  Robert  D.  Calkins,  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  Regional  Labor  Board. 
On  the  morning  of  May  9th  Lewis, 
as  District  President  of  the  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association,  re- 
ceived a  telegram  from  Senator  Robert 
F.  Wagner,  Chairman  of  the  National 
Labor  Board  in  which  the  longshore- 
men were  urged  not  to  strike.  In  this 
telegram  Senator  Wagner  said, 

"In  the  interests  of  industrial  peace  and 
the  President's  recovery  program,  I  earnestly 
urge  that  the  longshoremen's  strike  set  for 
Wednesday  morning  be  deferred  until  the 
questions  involved  have  again  been  consid- 
ered by  the  President's  special  commission, 
which  is  now  again  convening  in  San 
Francisco. 

"The  cooperation  which  you  have  already 
displayed  in  one  of  our  President's  great 
efforts  to  effect  economic  recovery  has  been 
magnificent.  I  trust  that  this  splendid 
record  will  not  be  marred  by  a  hasty  action 
at  this  time."  5 

On  the  day  preceding  the  strike  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  inserted 
display  advertisements6  in  the  metro- 
politan newspapers  around  the  Bay.  In 
this  advertisement  it  was  pointed  out 
that  the  agreement  which  had  been 
reached  on  April  3rd  for  peaceful 
settlement  of  the  strike  threat,  had  been 
abandoned  and  disregarded  by  the  men 
and  that  they  had  refused  to  take  the 
several  steps  decided  upon  at  that  time, 


(1)   Sacramento  Bee,  May  9.  1934. 

(4)  Ibid.  (5)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  9,  1934 


(2)   San  Francisco  News,  May  8,  1934.  (3)   Ibid. 

(6)  See  Exhibit  "M". 
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namely  national  mediation  and  arbi- 
tration, in  case  local  mediation  failed. 
The  advertisement  pointed  out  that  the 
employers  had  conceded  recognition  of 
the  International  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation and  had  bargained  collectively 
with  the  representatives  of  the  Asso- 
ciation on  wages,  hours  and  working 
conditions.  Brief  reference  was  made 
to  the  new  working  rules  which  had 
been  put  into  effect  and  the  contro- 
versial issue  of  the  hiring  hall  was  cov- 
ered in  the  following  language: 

"To  correct  other  difficulties  of  the  past 
the  Employers,  with  the  full  consent  of  the 
officers  of  your  Association,  have  already 
taken  the  initial  step  to  establish  a  jointly 
controlled  hall  with  central  registration, 
central  dispatching,  and  central  payoff  of 
longshoremen." 

The  advertisement  went  on  to  state 
that  only  the  wage  issue  remained  un- 
settled and  urged  strongly  that  the 
strike  not  be  called.  The  closing  para- 
graph of  the  advertisement  stated, 

"Peaceful  means  to  settle  disputes  on 
wages  ars  still  available.  Not  to  use  them 
is  a  violation  of  the  agreement  which 
yourselves  and  ourselves  entered  into  be- 
fore the  President's  mediation  board.  You 
must  be  prepared  to  accept  the  responsi- 
bility for  the  consequences." 

On  the  morning  that  the  strike 
opened  Dr.  Grady  arrived  by  plane 
from  Washington  and  immediately 
went  into  conference  with  Dr.  Leonard 
and  Judge  Reynolds,  the  other  mem- 
bers of  the  President's  Fact-Finding 
Board.  Upon  his  arrival  Dr.  Grady 
stated,  "I  had  hoped  the  unions  would 
agree  to  arbitrate.  I  have  no  plans  to 
announce  until  after  the  conference  to- 
day with  other  members  of  Board."7 
At  the  same  time  Judge  Reynolds  said, 
"There  was  nothing  we  could  do.  We 
shall  just  stand  by  until  there  is  an 


opening    and     then    step     into    the 
breach."8 

Disturbances  on  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  commenced  the  day  of  the 
strike.  The  San  Francisco  Police  De- 
partment broke  up  a  gathering  of  500 
stevedores  following  threats  of  strikers 
to  interfere  with  the  activities  of  negro 
longshoremen  working  at  the  Lucken- 
bach  docks.  These  men  had  not  left 
their  employment  on  the  strike  call  as 
they  were  not  members  of  the  union, 
which  had  refused  to  admit  negroes  to 
the  organization.  Police  were  also  mo- 
bilized in  order  to  prevent  interference 
with  the  arrival  of  the  "Tatsuta  Maru" 
of  the  Japanese  Line.9  It  was  stated  in 
the  press  that  of  the  60  vessels  in  San 
Francisco  Harbor  at  the  time  that  all 
but  one  had  been  prepared  for  the 
strike  by  overtime  work  and  that  there 
would  be  no  interference  with  vessels 
that  actually  were  ready  to  sail.  At  the 
same  time  the  press  reported  that  24 
ships  were  tied  up  in  Los  Angeles 
Harbor  and  18  in  Portland.10  At  Seattle 
2000  men  were  reported  on  strike  and 
20  ships  tied  up. 

It  is  of  interest  to  note  that  on  the 
day  of  the  strike  the  San  Francisco 
News,  a  unit  in  the  Scripps  Howard 
chain,  probably  the  most  liberal  of  all 
the  San  Francisco  newspapers  and  the 
most  friendly  to  labor,  published  an 
editorial  headed  "An  111- Advised 
Strike."  In  this  editorial  it  was  charged 
that  the  longshoremen  had  acted 
"hastily  and  without  due  provocation." 
The  numerous  concessions  already 
made  by  the  Waterfront  Employers  to 
the  longshoremen  were  cited.  The  edi- 
torial went  on  to  say 

"These  were  generous  and  vital  conces- 
sions, marking  a  more  liberal  and  concilia- 
tory leadership  on  the  employers'  side  than 
the  waterfront  has  seen  in  many  years.  Wise 


(7)   S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  9,  1934.  (8)   Ibid. 

(9)   Ibid.  (10)   S.  F.  Examiner,  May  9,  1934. 
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union  leadership  would  have  accepted  them 
and  used  them  as  the  means  of  mediating  or 
arbitrating  further  points  at  issue.  *  *  * 
The  News,  in  saying  this,  is  concerned  as 
much  for  the  cause  of  collective  bargaining 
and  a  square  deal  for  the  longshoremen  as 
it  is  for  the  economic  welfare  of  San  Fran- 
cisco and  the  Pacific  Coast.  *  *  *  Let 
the  union  call  off  the  strike,  accept  the 
mediation  that  is  offered  by  a  board  pledged 
to  fairness  under  the  new  deal.  It  will  be 
time  enough  to  strike  if  and  when  media- 
tion and  arbitration  fail.  As  yet  they  have 
not  been  given  a  fair  trial."11 

The  first  signs  of  the  possibility  of 
the  spread  of  the  waterfront  strike  to 
other  crafts  appeared  on  the  opening 
day  of  the  struggle.  Seattle  unions  af- 
filiated with  the  International  Brother- 
hood of  Teamsters  to  the  number  of 
eight,  voted  not  to  deliver  any  materials 
handled  by  non-union  workers  unless 
employers  agreed  to  arbitrate  differ- 
ences.12 In  San  Francisco  it  was  an- 
nounced that  President  Lewis  of  the 
Longshoremen  had  conferred  with 
Michael  Casey,  President  of  San  Fran- 
cisco Teamsters'  Union,  Local  85,  and 
had  hinted,  after  the  meeting,  that  the 
Teamsters  might  lend  their  assistance 
to  the  stevedores  by  refusing  to  haul 
goods  to  and  from  the  docks.13  In  Port- 
land and  in  Oakland  an  embargo  had 
been  placed  by  teamsters  on  freight 
handled  by  strike-breaking  stevedores 
and  it  was  reported  that  Masters,  Mates 
and  Pilots  of  the  Columbia  River 
would  refuse  to  work  on  any  vessels 
used  to  house  or  feed  strikebreakers.14 
It  was  also  reported  in  Portland  that 
sailors  and  bargemen  had  struck  in 
sympathy  with  the  longshoremen.15 

On  the  same  day  the  first  official 
communication  to  Federal  authorities 
relative  to  the  strike  took  place  when 
the  Portland  City  Council  wired  to 


President  Roosevelt  asking  him  per- 
sonally to  intervene  in  the  strike  which, 
it  was  claimed,  would  affect  all  classes 
of  the  population  if  not  immediately 
settled.1* 

In  San  Francisco  the  first  recruiting 
of  strikebreakers  was  undertaken  and 
the  freighter  Diana  Dollar  was  berthed 
at  one  of  the  piers  in  order  to  house 
strikebreakers  and,  in  addition,  other 
ships  to  be  used  for  similar  purposes 
were  being  conditioned  or  were  already 
at  the  docks.17 

In  a  statement  issued  by  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  the  action  of 
the  longshoremen  in  ignoring  the  plea 
of  the  President's  Commission  and  of 
the  National  Labor  Board  was  regret- 
ted. The  statement  went  on  to  point 
out  that  the  agreement  entered  into 
by  the  two  parties  in  April  to  avert 
the  strike  "had  apparently  gone  un- 
heeded" and  it  referred  to  the  agree- 
ment of  the  two  parties  "to  exhaust 
the  resources  of  mediation  on  all  mat- 
ters before  resorting  to  a  strike";  it 
stated  that  this  also  had  been  ignored 
and  went  on  to  say  that  "force  was 
resorted  to  instead."  Further  reference 
was  made  in  the  statement  to  the  peace- 
ful conditions  which  prevailed  on  the 
waterfront  and  in  this  connection  T.  G. 
Plant,  as  President  for  the  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union  said,  "If  this  spirit 
prevails  during  the  next  few  days  the 
employers  are  hopeful  it  will  make 
possible  an  early  settlement  and  no 
carry-over  of  ill  will."18 

At  the  same  time  Wm.  J.  Lewis, 
District  President  of  the  Longshore- 
men, said,  "The  men  will  remain  out 
until  our  demands  are  met  by  the  em- 
ployers. The  strike  will  be  carried  on 
to  a  finish."1? 


(11)   S.  F.  News,  May  9,  1934.  (12)   S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  10,  1934.  (13)   Ibid. 

(14)   Ibid.  (15)   Ibid.  (16)   Ibid.  (17)   Ibid.  (18)   See  Exhibit  "N". 

(19)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  10,  1934. 
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At  the  end  of  the  second  day  of  the 
strike  employers  had  recruited  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  men  who,  when 
added  to  the  longshoremen  who  had  re- 
mained at  work,  made  it  possible  to 
work  the  ships  at  the  docks  with  rea- 
sonably satisfactory  results.  The  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  reported  647 
workers  actually  employed  on  the  San 
Francisco  front.20  Delays  in  departures 
of  ships  because  of  strike  conditions 
did  not  exceed  half  a  day,  according  to 
newspaper  dispatches. 

The  first  serious  rioting  during  the 
strike  took  place  on  May  10th  when  an 
innocent  bystander  having  no  connec- 
tion with  the  strike  difficulties  was 
dragged  from  his  automobile  on  the 
San  Francisco  Embarcadero — the  semi- 
circular street  affording  access  to  all 
San  Francisco  piers — and  was  severely 
beaten  by  a  mob  of  incensed  strikers 
who  evidently  believed  that  he  had 
some  connection  with  the  strike  dif- 
ficulties.21 

On  the  following  day  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  inserted  its 
first  advertisements  in  the  San  Francisco 
press  asking  for  longshoremen  to  re- 
port under  strike  conditions.22 

On  the  same  date,  May  llth,  the 
President's  Commission  wired  the  Na- 
tional Labor  Board  requesting  the 
latter  organization  to  ask  Joseph  P. 
Ryan,  General  President  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association, 
to  come  immediately  to  San  Francisco 
from  Galveston  where  he  was  settling 
a  difficulty,  and  attempt  to  find  a  solu- 
tion for  the  San  Francisco  strike  situ- 
ation.23 

The  most  important  development 
during  these  early  days  of  the  strike, 
a  development  that  had  a  profound 


effect  on  the  entire  situation  in  subse- 
quent weeks,  was  the  action  taken  by 
San  Francisco  Teamsters'  Union,  Local 
85,  at  its  regular  meeting  on  May  10th. 
At  this  time,  according  to  Michael 
Casey,  President  of  the  Union,  the  or- 
ganization decided  to  "haul  merchan- 
dise to  and  from  the  piers,  but  not  in- 
side them".24  Similar  action  had  been 
taken  by  the  Teamsters  during  the 
strike  of  1919  when  they  hauled  mer- 
chandise to  pier  heads  but  not  on  the 
piers.25  On  the  same  day,  May  10th, 
the  eight  Seattle  unions  affiliated  with 
the  Teamsters  which  had  voted  to  boy- 
cott the  Seattle  waterfront  rescinded 
this  action  at  the  request  of  the  Na- 
tional Labor  Board.26 

The  decision  of  the  San  Francisco 
Teamsters,  however,  was  only  a  tem- 
porary one  as  the  regular  union  meet- 
ing had  not  been  attended  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  members.  It  was  decided 
to  place  the  entire  question  of  hauling 
to  and  from  the  waterfront  before  a 
specially  called  meeting  of  the  Union 
to  be  held  on  Sunday,  May  13th.  At 
that  time  the  Teamsters  by  a  unanimous 
viva  voce  vote  definitely  allied  them- 
selves with  the  striking  stevedores  by 
their  approval  of  a  resolution  not  to 
transport  merchandise  to  or  from  the 
docks.27  This  action  was  not  in  the 
nature  of  a  sympathetic  strike  as  other 
teaming  operations  throughout  the  city 
were  carried  on  without  interference, 
but  was  rather  a  definite  boycott  of 
the  waterfront. 

It  was  stated  by  union  officials  at 
the  time  the  strike  vote  was  taken, 
that  the  action  of  the  Teamsters  could 
not  even  be  construed  as  a  sympathetic 
boycott  of  the  waterfront  but  that  the 
decision  had  been  reached  on  account 


(20)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  11,  1934. 

(21)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  11,  1934. 


(22)  See  Exhibit  "O". 

(23)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  11,  1934. 

(24)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  11.  1934. 

(25)  Statement  of  Michael  Casey,  President  of  Teamsters'  Union,  to  writer. 

(26)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  11,  1934.  (27)   S.  F.  Examiner,  May  14,  1934. 
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of  intimidation  which  had  been  prac- 
ticed upon  them  by  the  longshore 
pickets.  In  this  connection,  Michael 
Casey,  President  of  the  Union,  is  re- 
ported to  have  sard,  "Our  action  in 
voting  to  refuse  to  handle  cargoes  was 
taken  for  the  protection  of  our  men. 
If  we  continued  to  haul  cargoes  to  the 
pier  heads,  our  men  might  become  in- 
volved in  fights  and  injuries  might  re- 
sult."28 The  fact,  however,  that  a  num- 
ber of  teamsters,  following  the  meet- 
ing at  which  action  was  taken  marched 
to  the  Embarcadero  and  paraded  there 
with  the  longshoremen  indicates  that 
at  least  a  substantial  number  of  the 
members  of  the  Teamsters'  Union  con- 
sidered their  action  as  a  definite  vote 
of  sympathy  in  support  of  the 
strikers.2* 

Action  paralleling  that  of  the  San 
Francisco  teamsters  was  taken  by  the 
Seattle  teamsters  on  May  1 5th,  and  the 
Oakland  teamsters  on  May  14th.30 

The  special  emphasis  placed  by  the 
teamsters'  officials  on  the  non-sympa- 
thetic character  of  the  action  taken  by 
the  membership  was  occasioned  by  the 
fact  that  the  agreement  between  the 
local  Union  and  the  Draymen's  Asso- 
ciation, which  had  been  in  effect  for 
more  than  thirty  years,  contained  a 
provision  designed  to  prevent  sympa- 
thetic action  by  the  Teamsters  Union. 
The  agreement  states  in  Article  III: 

"The  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  and  Auto 
Truck  Drivers  are  not  in  favor  of  sympa- 
thetic strikes  and  will  do  everything  they 
can  to  avoid  them."3l 

It  was  this  Article  which  caused  the 
Teamsters  to  haul  during  the  Water- 
front Strike  of  1919,  during  the  Build- 
ing Trades  Strike  of  1921  and  the 


Carpenters  Strike  of  1926-7. 

About  this  time  the  strike  commit- 
tee of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  issued  a  statement  in 
which  its  position  was  set  forth.  At 
the  same  time  the  demands  for  which 
it  was  striking  were  reiterated.  The 
statement  said: 

"Longshoremen  of  the  Pacific  Coast  are 
on  strike — striking  for  better  conditions,  a 
shorter  day  and  a  living  wage;  also  for  rec- 
ognition of  their  union.  This  strike  is 
called,  not  in  defiance  of  the  government, 
but  the  opposite.  It  is  called  to  get  all  the 
things  that  the  government,  itself,  has  advo- 
cated and  after  every  means  available  under 
the  NRA  for  an  amicable  settlement  have 
been  exhausted. 

"The  Longshoremen  of  the  Pacific  Coast 
have  already  granted  the  National  Labor 
Board  and  the  employers  45  days  to  settle 
their  grievances,  but  the  employers  have 
refused  at  all  times  to  grant  the  demands  of 
the  I.  L.  A. 

"The  Longshoremen  take  this  means  of 
asking  the  fullest  cooperation  of  all  labor, 
of  all  industry,  to  help  win  labor's  biggest 
struggle  on  the  Pacific  Coast."32 

In  the  same  article  the  demands  of 
labor  were  again  stated  to  be  a  wage 
of  $1.00  an  hour  for  straight  time, 
$1.50  for  overtime  and  a  maximum 
work  week  of  30  hours. 

On  May  9th  the  President's  Media- 
tion Board  issued  a  statement33  in 
which  the  agreement  of  April  3d  was 
reviewed  with  particular  reference  to 
those  provisions  relating  to  mediation. 
The  board  went  on  to  point  out  that 
mediation  efforts  having  failed  the  next 
step  called  for  in  the  agreement, 
namely,  arbitration,  should  be  resorted 
to.  The  Board  made  its  position  clear 
in  connection  with  the  matter  of  arbi- 
tration when  it  said,  "The  machinery 
is  available  to  arbitrate  the  matter  of 


(28)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  14,  1934. 

(30)  S,  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  14,  1934. 

(31)  Rules  and  Regulations  Agreed  to  May  14, 

Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  and  Auto  Truck  Drivers,  Local  85,  San  Francisco. 

(32)  Labor  Clarion,  May  11,  1934.  (33)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  10,  1934. 


(29)  S.  F.  Chronicle.  May  14,  1934. 
1933,  between  the  Draymen's  Association  and  the 
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hours  and  wages  and  both  parties 
should  at  once  agree  to  proceed  in 
the  manner  provided  in  the  agree- 
ment."^ 

In  connection  with  this  phase  of  the 
controversy  it  should  again  be  noted 
that   all   efforts   on  the  part   of  em- 
ployers  to   secure   acceptance  by    the 
Union   of   arbitration   or   of   national 
mediation,  the  second  stage  called  for 
in  the  agreement  of  April  3d,  failed. 
The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  in 
the  advertisement  issued  in  the  press 
on  May  8th, 3  5  the  day  preceding  the 
calling  of  the  strike,  indicated  clearly 
that  the  employers  were  willing  to  pro- 
ceed under  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
reached   on   April    3d.   Certainly  the 
Union  in  adopting  the  strike  tactic  as 
a  means  of  settling  its  difficulty,  rather 
than  proceeding  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  the  April  3d  agreement,  must 
have  believed   that   it   was   going  to 
secure  better  terms  and  conditions  as 
a  result  of  striking  than  would  have 
been  possible  as  the  result  of  media- 
tion. In  addition  it  seems  probable  that 
the  failure  on  the  part  of  the  officers 
of  the  Union  to  keep  the  membership 
thoroughly  informed  as  to  the  develop- 
ments, was  to  some  extent  responsible 
for  the  increasingly  insistent  pressure 
demanding  that  a  strike  be  called.  In 
this  connection  it  is  interesting  to  note 
the  attitude  of  the  extreme  left  group 
in  the  waterfront  strike,  namely,  the 
Communists.    In    the    issue    of    "The 
Communist"    for   July,    1934,    in    an 
article  discussing  the  longshoremen's 
strike,  the  following  appears: 

"The  negotiations  dragged  on  from  March 
28th,  when  they  were  renewed,  until  the 
beginning  of  May.  During  this  time,  the 
negotiators  made  daily  reports  to  the  men  of 
'progress'.  So  far  as  the  men  knew  no 

Labor  Clarion,  May  11,  1934. 


agreement  had  been  reached  at  any  time,  but 
they  generally  took  it  for  granted  that  the 
shipowners  were  at  least  making  some  con- 
cessions to  their  demands.  Subsequently  it 
appeared  that  Lewis  and  his  gang  had 
secretly  concluded  what  has  since  become 
known  as  the  'April  3d'  agreement.  This 
agreement  was  a  complete  sell  out."36 

The  most  serious  early  outbreak  of 
rioting  in  connection  with  the  water- 
front  disturbances   occurred   on   May 
12th,  when  500  men  from  the  I.  L.  A. 
headquarters  broke  through  the  police 
cordon  surrounding  the  headquarters  of 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  on 
Mission  Street  and  threw   rocks  and 
swung  clubs  at  the  police  until  they 
were  finally  disbanded. 37  As  a  result 
of  this  attack  on  the  Mission  Street 
Hall  of  the  employers  it  was  impos- 
sible for  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  longer  to  engage  non-union  men 
to  be  employed  on  the  docks  through 
this  agency  as  workers  feared  to  report 
there.  The  police  also  requested  that 
recruiting    operations    be    conducted 
nearer  the  waterfront  on  account  of  the 
difficulty    of   protecting   the    recruits. 
Consequently  all  employment  activities 
were  transferred  to  pier  14  on  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront. 

Another  advertisement  relating  to 
longshoremen's  wages  was  run  by  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  on  May 
12th.38 

Spread  of  the  strike  to  other  crafts 
than  Teamsters  and  the  interest  of  the 
more  radical  organizations  in  the  pro- 
gress of  the  longshoremen's  strike  is 
indicated  by  the  fact  that  the  Marine 
Workers'  Industrial  Union  (Commun- 
ist) reported  that  their  members  were 
rapidly  deserting  deck  and  other  de- 
partments of  vessels  tied  up  at  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront  out  of  sympathy 


\_ytf    j-auui   v*uu.«n*.   A»j.«y    i»j    irj-*-  \-* 

(36)   The  Communist,  New  York,  July,  1934,  page  669. 


(35)  See  Exhibit  "M". 


(37)   S.  F.  Examiner,  May  13,  1934. 


(38)   See  Exhibit  "P". 
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with  demands  of  the  longshoremen.39 
It  was  pointed  out,  however,  by  the 
International  Seamen's  Union  affiliated 
with  the  American  Federation  of  La- 
bor that  as  yet  it  had  taken  no  action  in 
support  of  the  longshoremen.40 

In  this  connection  the  I.  L.  A.  issued 
a  statement  that  crews  of  thirteen  ships 
at  San  Francisco  had  walked  off  despite 
the  failure  of  the  Seamen's  Union  to 
act.  The  Marine  Workers'  Industrial 
Union,  in  a  statement  issued  at  the 
same  time,  said: 

"Seamen  and  longshoremen  are  picketing 
the  waterfront  together  and  are  cooper- 
ating on  the  docks  in  keeping  off  both  scab 
seamen  and  longshoremen."41 

On  May  13th  Joseph  P.  Ryan,  Na- 
tional President  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Association,  wired  to  A.  H.  Peterson, 
Executive  Secretary  of  the  San  Pedro 
local,  and  to  J.  C.  Bjorklund,  Pacific 
Coast  Secretary  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  sug- 
gesting the  advisability  of  discussing 
a  modification  of  the  Union's  demands 
by  offering  to  the  employers  a  counter 
proposal  of  90tf  an  hour  for  straight 
time  and  $1.50  for  overtime  with  a 
maximum  44  hour  week.42  In  this  tel- 
egram President  Ryan  stated  that  he 
felt  that  serious  consideration  to  this 
suggestion  should  be  given  "in  view  of 
the  complicated  situation." 

Reply  was  made  to  this  telegram 
definitely  rejecting  the  proposal.  It  was 
stated  that  the  officers  of  the  Pacific 
Coast  District  organization  of  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Association 
considered  "Ryan's  wire  premature.  No 
cognizance  taken  of  other  vital  factors 
at  issue.  Wages  and  hours  not  only 
consideration."43  So  far  as  known  this 
is  the  first  public  statement,  except  for 


(39 
(40 
(41 
(42 
(43 


S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  14,  1934. 

Ibid. 

S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  14,  1934. 

Los  Angeles  Times,  May  14,  1934. 

Ibid. 


some  testimony  before  the  President's 
Mediation  Board,  on  behalf  of  officers 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  that  the  wage  and  hour 
issues  over  which  the  negotiations  be- 
tween employers  and  employees  had 
been  finally  broken  off  were  not  the 
only  points  at  issue  and  the  basic  cause 
of  the  strike  call. 

As  a  result  of  the  sympathetic  action 
of  the  Teamsters'  Union  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, the  headquarters  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association 
issued  a  statement  on  May  14th  in 
which  the  following  appeared. 

"With  the  Teamsters  behind  us  we've  got 
them  licked.  We  are  sitting  on  top  of  the 
world.  There  are  2500  freight  cars  side- 
tracked between  San  Francisco  and  San  Jose 
and  they  can't  move  until  we  give  in."44 

To  this  statement,  relative  to  freight 
car  congestion,  Southern  Pacific  officials 
made  a  specific  denial.  They  reported 
that  only  388  freight  cars  were  tied  up 
in  San  Francisco,  Los  Angeles,  Oak- 
land and  Portland  and  that  the  nor- 
mal number  of  cars  held  up  in  these 
communities  was  about  150.45 

On  May  14th  Governor  Rolph  of 
California  was  requested  to  intervene 
directly  in  order  to  attempt  to  secure 
termination  of  the  strike.  Appeals  were 
made  to  him  by  Joseph  Carson,  the 
Mayor  of  Portland,  and  John  Hatha- 
way, President  of  the  San  Diego 
County  Fruit  Bureau.46  Governor 
Rolph  turned  these  telegrams  over  to 
Timothy  A.  Reardon,  Director  of  the 
Department  of  Industrial  Relations  of 
the  State,  with  instructions  to  do  ev- 
erything possible  to  assist  in  the  settle- 
ment of  the  strike.47  On  May  12th  all 
efforts  to  work  ships  in  Portland  and 
Seattle  were  abandoned  and  on  May 


(44)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  14,  1934. 

(45)  S.  F.  News,  May  15,  1934. 

(46)  Sacramento  Bee,  May  14,  1934. 

(47)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  15,  1934. 
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13th,  after  a  meeting  of  steamship  op- 
erators held  in  San  Francisco,  an  em- 
bargo was  placed  on  water-borne 
freight  destined  for  these  ports.47*-  On 
the  same  day  John  F.  Dore,  Mayor  of 
Seattle,  made  a  formal  demand  for 
state  and  federal  troops  and  requested 
Governor  Martin  to  petition  President 
Roosevelt  for  national  troops  to  main- 
tain order  in  the  longshoremen's 
strike.48 

On  May  14th  the  Boilermakers  and 
Machinists'  Union  voted  a  sympathetic 
strike4*  applicable  only  to  ships 
being  worked  by  non-union  stevedores 
or  manned  by  non-union  sailors  and 
like  personnel.  On  the  same  date  the 
Teamsters'  Union  of  Los  Angeles  took 
action  similar  to  that  previously  taken 
by  the  San  Francisco  Teamsters50  but 
because  of  the  limited  extent  of  union 
organization  of  trucking  in  the  south- 
ern city,  this  action  did  not  have  as 
serious  an  effect  as  was  the  case  in  San 
Francisco. 

The  complete  tieup  of  shipping  in 
the  northwest  had  its  first  direct  effect 
on  ship  operations  on  May  14th.  On 
that  date  the  Pacific  Steamship  Com- 
pany operating  passenger  and  freight 
vessels  on  the  coastal  route  between 
San  Diego  and  Seattle  announced  that 
it  had  temporarily  abandoned  all  ser- 
vices and  canceled  all  sailings  in  con- 
formity with  the  embargo  on  the  north- 
ern ports.51  At  the  same  time  many 
other  lines,  including  foreign  lines  op- 
erating between  coast  ports  and  Eu- 
ropean points,  announced  that  no  fur- 
ther calls  would  be  made  at  either 
Portland  or  Seattle  until  the  strike  was 
settled  or  until  some  reasonable  pro- 
tection could  be  assured  to  their  em- 
ployees if  vessels  called  at  these  ports.52 

47a)   Statement  of  T.  G.  Plant  to  writer. 

48)  Oakland  Tribune,  May  16.  1934. 

49)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  15,  1934. 

(50)  Ibid. 

(51)  Ibid. 


Further  spread  of  the  strike  to  other 
crafts  directly  associated  with  maritime 
operations  developed  on  May  15th 
when  sailors,  marine  firemen,  and 
watertenders  said  to  number  4,000  in 
all,  joined  the  strike  in  sympathetic 
action  toward  the  longshoremen.53  On 
the  following  day,  marine  cooks  and 
stewards  to  the  number  of  700,  accord- 
ing to  press  dispatches,  also  joined  the 
sympathetic  strike.54 

Certain  union  groups  in  the  marine 
field  not  directly  affected  by  the  strike, 
now  used  the  general  situation  as  a 
means  of  securing  improvement  in  their 
own  conditions.  The  Ferryboatmen's 
Union,  the  Masters,  Mates  &  Pilots' 
Union,  Local  40,  and  Marine  Engi- 
neers' Beneficial  Association  Local  No. 
97,  demanded  of  the  Richmond  and 
San  Rafael  Ferry  Transportation  Com- 
pany that  it  restore  a  five  per  cent 
wage  cut  in  order  to  place  its  em- 
ployees on  the  same  wage  basis  as  other 
auto  ferry  companies.  The  same  unions 
issued  an  ultimatum  to  the  Shipowners 
and  Merchants  Tug  Company  demand- 
ing a  written  agreement  and  closed 
shop  effective  for  a  period  of  one  year. 
Similar  demands  were  also  made  on 
other  organizations.55 

On  May  15th  the  Governors  of  Cal- 
ifornia, Oregon  and  Washington,  unit- 
ed in  an  appeal  to  the  federal  author- 
ities to  take  some  action  looking  to- 
ward a  termination  of  the  strike  and 
the  Federal  Government  ordered  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Labor  Edward  F. 
McGrady  to  proceed  at  once  to  the  Pa- 
cific Coast  by  plane.56  Efforts  were  also 
made  to  secure  the  presence  in  San 
Francisco  of  Joseph  P.  Ryan,  President 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  but  it  was  reported  that  he 

(52)  Ibid. 

(53)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  16,  1934. 

(54)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  17,  1934. 

(55)  S.  F.  News,  May  15,  1934. 

(56)  Sj.  F.  Examiner,  May  16,  1934. 
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was  detained  in  New  York  on  account 
of  labor  difficulties  there.  However, 
Mr.  Ryan  is  reported  to  have  stated  to 
the  press  "If  the  shippers  had  recog- 
nized the  union  there  wouldn't  have 
been  any  strike.  The  questions  of  hours 
and  wages  could  have  been  settled 
across  the  table."57 

In  view  of  the  expressed  willingness 
of  the  employers  from  the  first  nego- 
tiations early  in  March  until  the  call- 
ing of  the  strike  in  May  to  recognize 
and  deal  collectively  with  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association  as  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  stevedores  in  San 
Francisco,  Mr.  Ryan's  statement  is  diffi- 
cult to  understand.  It  can  only  be  ex- 
plained by  the  fact  that  the  autonomy 
which  was  granted  to  the  Pacific  Coast 
organizations  at  the  time  of  the  re- 
establishment  of  the  I.  L.  A.  in  the 
several  Pacific  Coast  ports  had  not 
made  it  necessary  for  these  locals  to 
keep  Mr.  Ryan  fully  advised  of  de- 
velopments here.  Either  this  was  the 
situation  or  else  there  must  have  been 
a  woeful  failure  on  the  part  of  the 
unions  to  keep  the  general  officials  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  in- 
formed as  to  Pacific  Coast  develop- 
ments. 

Efforts  of  the  strikers  to  prevent 
continued  movements  of  cars  over  the 
State-owned  Belt  Line  Railroad  serv- 
ing the  San  Francisco  docks  reached 
the  point  where  strikers  put  their  auto- 
mobiles across  the  tracks,  stood  on  the 
tracks  and  lay  on  them  in  front  of  ap- 
proaching trains  which  were  hauling 
cars  of  perishable  goods,  in  an  effort 
to  prevent  their  movement.58  These 
tactics  of  passive  resistance  based  on 
the  technique  of  Mahatma  Gandhi  in 
the  Indian  difficulties,  were  stopped 
when  P.  W.  Meherin,  President  of  the 


Board  of  State  Harbor  Commissioners, 
advised  the  strikers  that  they  were  in- 
terfering with  State  business  and  that 
if  they  did  not  desist  from  their  oper- 
ations he  would  request  the  Governor 
to  place  militia  on  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  to  guarantee  the  free  move- 
ment of  the  Belt  Line  Road.5* 

The  extent  to  which  the  strike  was 
affecting  Pacific  Coast  industries  par- 
ticularly in  the  northwest,  where,  as 
previously  pointed  out  shipping  was 
completely  tied  up,  is  indicated  by  the 
fact  that  numerous  saw  mills,  logging 
camps,  industrial  plants  and  pulp  mills 
were  shut  down  in  Washington,  that 
grain  shipments  at  Spokane  were  halted 
and  that  fruit  growers  of  Washington 
and  Oregon  were  reported  to  be  facing 
ruin  of  their  crops  through  their  in- 
ability to  secure  fruit  sprays  to  prevent 
insect  infestations.  In  the  case  of  the 
Long-Bell  Lumber  Mills  at  Longview, 
Washington,  3000  employees  were 
thrown  out  of  work  because  of  the 
inability  of  the  company  to  ship  or 
receive  lumber.60 

The  press  reported  that  on  May  1  5th 
'"for  the  first  time  in  history  not  a 
freighter  left  a  Pacific  Coast  port."61 
However,  approximately  1000  long- 
shoremen were  working  in  San  Fran- 
cisco and  a  slightly  larger  number  in 
Los  Angeles.  But  dock  congestion  and 
the  effort  to  unload  vessels  rather  than 
to  load  them,  made  the  record  of  no 
departures  so  startling. 

In  most  of  the  Pacific  Coast  ports 
rioting  in  connection  with  the  water- 
front disturbances  was  becoming  more 
violent.  The  most  serious  of  these 
early  disturbances  occurred  on  May 
1  5th62  in  Los  Angeles  at  the  port  there 
where  an  effort  by  some  300  long- 
shoremen on  strike  to  storm  a  stockade 


(57)  S.  F.  News.  May  15,  1934. 

(58)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  16,  1934. 

(59)  Ibid. 


(60)  Oakland  Tribune,  May  16,  1934. 

(61)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  16,  1934. 

(62)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  15.  1934. 
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in  which  non-union  workers  were 
housed  resulted  in  the  death  of  one  of 
the  strikers,  the  wounding  of  six  others 
and  injury  to  a  score  or  more  of  those 
who  participated.  Disturbances  of  a 
less  violent  character  took  place  almost 
daily  in  other  Pacific  Coast  ports.  In 
order  to  meet  the  threats  of  violence 
public  authorities  in  most  of  the  har- 
bor communities  canceled  all  leaves 
and  days  off  for  policemen,  placed  all 
police  officers  on  a  twelve-hour  shift 
basis  and  in  some  instances  at  least 
added  a  substantial  number  of  special 
officers  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
persons  and  property  on  the  waterfront. 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  Edward 
F.  McGrady  arrived  in  San  Francisco 
by  plane  on  May  17th.63  He  immedi- 
ately went  into  conference  with  the 
members  of  the  President's  Mediation 
Board  who  were  in  the  city,  Chairman 
Grady  and  Dr.  Leonard.64  On  the  same 
date  announcement  was  made  that  a 
newly  formed  committee  composed  of 
men  prominent  in  the  community  and 
with  diversified  civic  interests  had  been 
appointed  and  had  met  with  the  Medi- 
ation Board  and  Secretary  McGrady  in 
an  effort  to  effect  a  settlement  of  the 
strike  difficulties.65  Expectation  that 
Joseph  P.  Ryan,  President  of  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, would  accompany  Secretary  Mc- 
Grady to  San  Francisco  was  not  borne 
out  as  Ryan  remained  in  New  York 
for  the  purpose  of  settling  a  difficulty 
between  members  of  the  Union  there 
and  the  Clyde-Mallory  line.  Ryan,  how- 
ever, was  urged  by  Senator  Wagner, 
Chairman  of  the  National  Labor 
Board,66  and  also  by  the  Governors 
of  the  Pacific  Coast  States,  to  pro- 


(63)  S.  F.  News,  May  17,  1934. 

(64)  Ibid. 

(65)  Ibid. 

(66)  N.  Y.  Times,  May  17,  1934. 

(67)  S.  F.  News,  May  17  and  Exhibit  "Q". 


ceed  at  once  to  San  Francisco  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  in  the  settlement  of 
the  strike. 

The  position  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  was  made 
clear  in  a  statement  issued  by  it  on 
May  17th  through  its  Publicity  Com- 
mittee of  which  R.  M.  Mallen  was 
chairman.  This  statement67  summar- 
ized the  Union's  position  as  complete 
union  recognition,  the  six-hour  day, 
thirty  hour  week,  $1.00  an  hour  for 
straight  time,  $1.50  for  overtime  and 
fair  working  rules  covering  employ- 
ment conditions.  The  most  important 
paragraph  in  the  statement  related  to 
control  of  the  hiring  hall  by  the  Union. 
Except  for  a  verbal  statement  made  by 
A.  H.  Peterson  of  the  longshoremen's 
strike  committee  before  the  President's 
Mediation  Board68  at  its  first  hearing 
on  March  28th  this  was  apparently  the 
first  public  pronouncement  of  the 
Union  relative  to  the  controversial  hir- 
ing hall  issue.  In  this  connection  the 
statement  from  the  I.  L.  A.  Publicity 
Committee  said: 

"Complete  recognition  will  give  the 
I.  L.  A.  a  central  hiring  hall  from  which  to 
dispatch  working  crews  to  the  various  docks. 
Previously,  longshoremen  were  picked  for 
duty  from  the  sidewalks  and  the  men  were 
forced  to  stand  around  in  the  rain  or  shine 
for  hours  waiting  to  be  lined  up,  only  to  be 
finally  told  'No  work  today'." 

Rioting  continued  on  May  17th  and 
succeeding  days.  In  Oakland  several 
hundred  strikers  broke  their  way 
through  the  barricade  around  the  piers 
and  boarded  the  Steamship  Oregon 
Maru6?  with  the  result  that  six  strike- 
breakers were  seriously  injured.  In  San 
Francisco,  several  men  were  hurt  as 
the  result  of  rioting  between  pickets 


(68)  Transcript-Proceedings  Before  Federal  Me- 
diation  Board   of   the   U.    S.    Government 
Mar.  28,  1934,  pps.  17-18. 

(69)  N.  Y.  Times,  May  18,  1934. 
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and  men  who  remained  at  work.  Pri- 
vate ambulances  called  to  the  docks  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  the  injured 
persons  to  hospitals  were  not  obtain- 
able because  of  the  fact  that  the  own- 
ers of  these  ambulances  had  been 
threatened  with  death70  by  unknown 
parties  in  telephonic  and  written  com- 
munications. As  a  result  of  this  intimi- 
dation of  ambulance  owners  and  am- 
bulance drivers,  seriously  injured  men 
remained  on  the  dock,  practically  with- 
out attention,  for  as  long  as  six  hours 
in  some  instances.  It  was  not  until  the 
following  day,  May  18th,  that  this  sit- 
uation was  rectified  when  city  ambu- 
lances were  employed  to  transport  in- 
jured workers  to  hospitals  under  police 
escort.71  Officials  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Association  denied  all  responsi- 
bility for  the  threat  sent  to  ambulance 
owners  and  to  physicians  who  attended 
injured  workers  on  the  docks,  and 
blamed  Communists  for  this  action.72 
Meantime  congestion  increased  in  all 
Pacific  Coast  ports  as  a  result  of  the 
strike.  In  San  Francisco  it  was  reported 
that  50  coastwise  and  44  off-shore 
vessels73  were  tied  up  and  that  30  of 
these  ships  had  arrived  since  the 
strike  started.  One  steamship  company, 
alone,  the  Pacific  Steamship  Company, 
reported  10,000  tons  of  cargo  were 
immobilized  on  its  docks,  and  that 
perishables  designed  for  trans-ship- 
ment were  spoiling  as  a  result  of  in- 
ability to  move  them.  For  the  first  time 
the  situation  in  connection  with  trans- 
portation of  commodities  to  Alaska  for 
the  salmon  canning  season  which  was 
just  getting  under  way  became  serious. 
Longshoremen  agreed  to  permit  one 
vessel  destined  for  Alaska  to  be  loaded 
in  Seattle  in  order  to  allow  supplies 


urgently  needed  to  reach  the  northern 
communities.  This  concession  was  only 
made,  however,  after  Mayor  Dore  had 
asked  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Ickes 
for  federal  troops  to  permit  the  move- 
ment of  Alaska  commodities.74 

In  connection  with  the  Alaskan  sit- 
uation David  Beck,  President  of  the 
Seattle  Teamsters'  Union,  urged  a  sep- 
arate settlement  covering  Alaskan 
trade.  Beck  quoted  Thomas  C.  Wilson, 
General  Manager  of  the  Alaska  Steam- 
ship Company,  as  saying,  "Alaska  has 
no  other  means  of  communication.  It 
is  a  territory  under  federal  jurisdic- 
tion and  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Ickes 
has  indicated  clearly  that  the  federal 
authorities  do  not  intend  to  let  federal 
agencies  suffer."75 

About  two  weeks  later,  however,  the 
deadlock  as  regards  Alaska  shipping 
was  broken  when,  on  June  8th,  the 
Alaska  Steamship  Company  signed  an 
agreement  with  the  I.  L.  A.7*-*  This 
agreement  was  signed  because  of  fear 
that  the  Federal  Government  would 
take  over  and  operate  the  vessels  on 
the  Alaska  run.75'b  Paragraph  4  of  the 
agreement  provided: 

"It  is  further  understood  and  agreed  that 
the  party  of  the  second  part  shall  not  be 
required  to  handle  any  cargo  unfair  to  said 
second  party  or  any  cargo  transshipped  from 
any  vessel  or  dock  unfair  to  said  second 
party." 

Immediately,  representatives  of  the 
Seattle  Central  Labor  Council  proceed- 
ed to  call  on  industries  not  operating 
under  union  contract  and  not  involved 
in  any  way  with  the  waterfront  dif- 
ficulties and  advised  these  firms  that 
they  would  have  to  sign  union  con- 
tracts with  the  respective  unions  claim- 
ing jurisdiction  over  their  workers  be- 


(70)  S.  F.  Chronicle.  May  18,  1934. 

(71)  S.  F.  News,  May  19,  1934. 

(72)  Ibid. 

(75-a)   See  Exhibit  "P-l". 

(75-b)  Statement  to  writer  by  A.   H.   Lundin,   President  Seattle  Chamber  of  Commerce. 


(73)  S.  F.  News,  May  17,  1934. 

(74)  Ibid. 

(75)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  18.  1934. 
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fore  they  would  be  permitted  to  ship 
any  goods  to  Alaska.75'c  Obviously, 
this  was  not  the  intent  of  Paragraph  4 
of  the  Alaska  agreement. 

Effort  to  break  the  deadlock  existing 
between  the  two  parties  to  the  dispute 
was  made  by  the  President's  Mediation 
Board  and  Secretary  McGrady  on  May 
18th.  On  that  day  after  a  prolonged 
series  of  conferences  a  telegram  was 
dispatched  to  all  shipping  operators 
and  representatives  of  all  unions  in- 
volved in  the  strike.  This  telegram 


"Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  E.  F. 
McGrady  and  the  President's  commission 
request  that  both  parties  to  the  controversy 
give  their  committees  full  power  to  act  in 
securing  a  settlement  for  the  Pacific  Coast." 

It  was  stated  at  this  time  that  the 
efforts  to  effect  a  settlement  had  dead- 
locked over  the  issue  of  a  closed  shop. 
In  connection  with  this  telegram  Sec- 
retary McGrady  is  reported  to  have 
said:" 

"The  two  committees  are  wholeheartedly 
entering  into  negotiations  which  I  believe 
will  bring  about  a  settlement  of  the  long- 
shoremen's strike  throughout  the  Pacific 
Coast  area.  In  order  that  whatever  we  do  in 
these  conferences  may  be  taken  as  author- 
ized, we  are  asking  for  full  authority  for  the 
two  committees." 

At  the  same  time  it  was  reported 
to  the  press  that  the  employers  were 
standing  on  a  proposal  for  open  shop 
conditions,  control  by  the  employers 
of  the  hiring  and  dispatching  halls, 
the  halls  to  be  maintained  at  the  em- 
ployers expense,  and  elections  to  be 
held  to  ascertain  whether  the  rank  and 
file  of  stevedores  wished  to  be  repre- 
sented by  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  under  the  collective 


(75-c)  Letter  in  files  of  American  Hawaiian 
Steamship  Company  from  Seattle  District 
Manager  June  11,  1934. 

(76)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  18,  1934. 

(77)  Ibid. 


bargaining  sections  of  the  NIRA.78  The 
headquarters  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Association  branded  the  request  for  an 
election  as  ridiculous  and  stated,  "The 
tie-up  of  hundreds  of  ships  is  our  an- 
swer to  the  question  of  dissension  in 
our  ranks."79 

Because  of  the  difficulties  of  handling 
ships'  supplies  in  San  Francisco  on 
account  of  the  refusal  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  to  haul  to  the  docks,  the  Matson 
Navigation  Company  announced  on 
May  18th80  that  all  of  its  steamers 
customarily  calling  at  San  Francisco  and 
receiving  at  that  port  their  ship's  sup- 
plies for  the  voyage  to  Honolulu 
would,  during  the  period  of  the  strike, 
not  make  San  Francisco  a  port  of  call, 
but  that  passengers  normally  taking 
these  vessels  from  San  Francisco  would 
be  transported  to  Los  Angeles  by  train 
and  that  the  departures  would  all  take 
place  from  the  southern  port. 

The  answer  of  the  I.  L.  A.  to  the 
proposals  made  by  the  President's 
Mediation  Board  that  it  vest  its  com- 
mittee with  power  to  act  was  decidedly 
circumscribed.  While  the  Union  auth- 
orized its  Executive  Board  to  open 
negotiations  with  the  President's  Medi- 
ation Board  looking  toward  a  settle- 
ment, it  attached  two  provisos  to  the 
authority  thus  granted.81  These  pro- 
visos were  approved  at  a  meeting  of 
the  Union  held  on  May  19th.  The 
Board  was  required  to  refer  back  to 
the  general  membership  of  all  locals 
on  the  Pacific  Coast  all  proposals  for 
settlement  submitted  either  by  Assist- 
ant Secretary  McGrady  or  the  Presi- 
dent's Mediation  Board,  and  in  addi- 
tion it  was  specified  that  no  longshore- 
men would  be  permitted  to  go  to  work 


(78)  Ibid. 

(79)  Ibid. 

(80)  Ibid. 

(81)  Sacramento  Bee,  May  19.  1934. 
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until  the  shipowners  had  agreed  to 
meet  the  demand  of  all  of  the  other 
maritime  unions  now  on  strike.  So 
far  as  known  this  is  the  first  state- 
ment made  by  the  longshoremen  that 
the  sympathetic  action  of  other  mari- 
time unions  would  be  considered  as  a 
common  cause  with  theirs  and  that  a 
simultaneous  settlement  of  all  union 
demands  must  be  effective  before  the 
longshoremen  would  report  for  work. 

In  connection  with  this  action,  it  is 
of  interest  to  note  that  Leo  Gallagher, 
radical  attorney,  who  returned  to  Cal- 
ifornia from  the  Reichstag  fire  trial  in 
Germany  where  he  defended  the  Com- 
munists accused  of  setting  fire  to  the 
Reichstag  building,  reached  San  Fran- 
cisco on  the  morning  of  May  19th.  He 
was  met  by  a  large  delegation  of  strik- 
ers. In  addressing  them  he  urged  them 
not  to  submit  to  arbitration  and  charged 
that  McGrady  would  sell  them  out  as 
he  "sold  out  the  rail  and  auto  workers 
in  the  East  and  he  is  here  to  sell  you 
out."  Gallagher  exhorted  the  men  not 
to  settle  until  the  demands  of  all  strik- 
ing unions  had  been  met.81*A  The  sen- 
timent of  the  strikers  which  had  been 
friendly  to  McGrady  immediately  al- 
tered. Where  there  had  been  a  general 
feeling  that  the  strike  would  be  over 
in  a  few  days  and  that  a  conciliatory 
attitude  should  be  adopted8 1*B  there 
now  developed  a  feeling  of  solidarity 
with  the  result  that  the  resolution  out- 
lined above  was  approved  at  the  union 
meeting  held  the  day  of  Gallagher's 
arrival. 

It  was  in  connection  with  the  issu- 
ance of  a  statement  relative  to  this  res- 
olution that  the  first  notice  was  afford- 
ed in  the  public  press  of  the  name  of 
Harry  Bridges,  Chairman  of  the  San 
Francisco  Strike  Committee.  Bridges' 

(81 -A)  Statement  by  eye-witness. 
(81-B)  Statements  by  various  waterfront 

observers. 
(82)  S.  F.  News,  May  19,  1934. 


name  became  increasingly  prominent  in 
connection  with  strike  developments 
as  will  be  evidenced  further  on  in  this 
recital. 

Following  the  refusal  of  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association  to  make  any 
concessions  whatever  or  to  afford  to  its 
Committee  power  to  act,  Secretary  Mc- 
Grady issued  a  statement  charging  that 
the  radicals  in  the  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation were  "Throwing  a  monkey 
wrench  into  the  situation."82  At  the 
same  time  Secretary  McGrady  expand- 
ed his  statement  when  he  said  "San 
Francisco  ought  to  be  informed  of  the 
growth  of  the  hold  of  the  red  element 
on  the  situation.  There  is  an  element 
among  the  longshoremen  that  lives  on 
strike  and  does  not  want  a  settlement." 

Further  spread  of  the  sympathetic 
strike  to  other  crafts  was  reported  in 
the  press  for  May  20th.  At  that  time 
it  was  announced  that  the  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots'  Union,  Local  No. 
90,83  had  voted  to  go  out  on  strike 
because  demands  previously  made  had, 
according  to  its  statement,  been  ignor- 
ed by  the  shipowners.  In  answer  to  this 
strike  threat  operators  of  the  major 
shipping  lines  contended  that  the  strike 
order  would  not  affect  their  licensed 
officers  as  most  of  them  were  not  mem- 
bers of  the  Union.  This  contention  was 
later  borne  out  when  it  was  demon- 
strated that  on  most  of  the  lines  only 
an  officer  or  two  had  left  his  post  and 
that  on  some  no  licensed  personnel  at 
all  answered  the  strike  call.84  Another 
union  to  join  the  strike  holiday  was 
Marine  Engineers'  Beneficial  Associa- 
tion, Local  97.  This  union  demanded 
an  increase  in  wages,  shorter  hours, 
and  a  closed  shop.85 

According  to  the  press  of  the  same 
date  the  San  Francisco  Local  of  the  In- 

(83)  S.   F.   Examiner,  May  20,   1934. 

(84)  Personal   statement  to   writer   by   shipping 
executives. 

(85)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  20,  1934. 
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ternational  Longshoremen's  Association 
insisted  that  any  agreement  reached 
by  the  District  Executive  Board  must 
be  resubmitted  to  the  general  member- 
ship for  approval.  This  action  was  di- 
rectly in  conflict  with  that  taken  by 
the  other  locals  of  the  I.  L.  A.  on  the 
Pacific  Coast,  and  in  connection  with 
this  Secretary  McGrady  is  reported  to 
have  said  that  the  San  Francisco  local 
"Would  be  forced  to  go  along  with 
the  majority."86 

At  the  same  time  it  was  reported 
that  the  settlement  which  had  been 
offered  by  the  President's  Mediation 
Board  included  joint  operation  of  the 
dispatching  hall,  recognition  of  the  I. 
L.  A.  and  arbitration  of  wage  and  hour 
demands.87 

With  further  reference  to  the  radi- 
cal influence  which  was  rapidly  mak- 
ing itself  manifest  in  connection  with 
strike  activities,  Secretary  McGrady  is 
reported  to  have  said,88 

"A  strong  radical  element  within  the 
ranks  of  the  longshoremen  seems  to  want 
no  settlement  of  this  strike.  I  have  ob- 
served that  Communists,  through  direct  ac- 
tion and  by  pleas  made  in  the  widely 
circulated  Communist  newspaper  here,  are 
trying  to  induce  the  strikers  to  remain  out 
despite  our  efforts  to  arbitrate. 

"We  are  very  far  away  from  a  settle- 
ment. On  Friday  we  believed  the  Executive 
Committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.  had  power  to  act 
for  the  strikers  along  the  entire  coast.  But 
that  same  night  the  rank  and  file  of  the 
strikers  stripped  them  of  that  authority.  The 
Executive  Committee  appears  to  me  to  be 
helpless  to  do  anything  with  the  men  they 
represent,  or  to  combat  the  radical  element 
in  the  Longshoremen's  Union." 

With  reference  to  the  offer  of  the 
shipowners  to  recognize  the  I.  L.  A.  as 
the  agency  through  which  all  collective 
bargaining  would  be  undertaken,  Mr. 
McGrady  said,  "If  the  I.  L.  A.  were 


half  smart  it  would  seize  on  this  offer. 
While  it  does  not  necessarily  mean  the 
closed  shop,89  it  is  a  long  step  in  that 
direction." 

The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
announced  on  May  19th  that  1159 
men  were  employed  at  longshoring 
operations  on  the  San  Francisco  water- 
front.90 

No  attempt  will  be  made  here  to 
outline  further  the  various  minor  acts 
of  violence  which  took  place  in  con- 
nection with  the  strike.  It  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  an  examination  of  the  press 
discloses  that  more  or  less  serious  riot- 
ing, beating  up  of  non-union  work- 
men and  of  innocent  persons,  efforts 
at  intimidation  and  threats  of  the  most 
radical  character  continued  daily  with- 
out interruption. 

First  definite  charges  on  the  part 
of  business  interests  of  San  Francisco 
that  the  strike  was  being  directed  and 
molded  by  radicals  and  Communists 
was  contained  in  a  statement  issued 
by  J.  W.  Mailliard,  Jr.,  President  of 
the  San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce in  the  papers  of  May  21st.  In 
his  statement  President  Mailliard 
said,9i 

"The  San  Francisco  waterfront  strike  is 
out  of  hand.  It  is  not  a  conflict  between 
employers  and  employee — between  capital 
and  labor — it  is  a  conflict  which  is  rapidly 
spreading  between  American  principles  and 
un-American  radicalism.  As  President  of  the 
San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce  it  is 
my  duty  to  warn  every  business  man  in  this 
community  that  the  welfare  of  business  and 
industry  and  of  the  entire  public  is  at  stake 
in  the  outcome  of  this  crisis. 

"The  so-called  longshoremen's  strike  has 
spread  since  the  morning  of  May  9th  to 
include  sympathetic  walkouts  by  unions  that 
have  presented  no  demands.  On  April  3, 
the  workers  and  employers  were  in  complete 
agreement  on  every  point  but  wages  and 


(86)  Ibid. 

(88)   Oakland  Tribune,  May  20,  1934. 

(90)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  20,  1934. 


(87)  Ibid. 
(89)  Ibid. 
(91)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  21,  1934. 
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hours,  and  the  President  of  the  United  States 
had  set  up  machinery  by  which  these  dif- 
ferences would  have  been  amicably  and 
promptly  settled  through  mediation. 

"The  longshoremen  are  now  represented 
by  spokesmen  who  are  not  representative  of 
American  labor  and  who  do  not  desire  a 
settlement  of  their  strike,  but  who  desire 
complete  paralysis  of  shipping  and  industry 
and  who  are  responsible  for  the  violence 
and  bloodshed  which  is  typical  of  their 
tribe. 

"The  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor,  sent 
here  from  Washington,  in  a  last  effort  to 
terminate  the  strike,  has  indicated  that  the 
situation  is  hopeless  and  that  all  negotia- 
tions have  failed. 

"There  can  be  no  hope  for  industrial 
peace  until  Communistic  agitators  are  re- 
moved as  the  official  spokesmen  of  labor 
and  American  leaders  are  chosen  to  settle 
their  differences  along  American  lines." 

To  this  statement  the  Publicity  Com- 
mittee of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  issued  a  specific  de- 
nial. In  addition,  A.  H.  Peterson,  as 
a  representative  of  the  Strike  Com- 
mittee also  issued  a  statement  to  the 
press.  The  statement  of  the  Publicity 
Committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.  was  as  fol- 
lows:^ 

"Regardless  of  who  the  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce says  is  running  the  strike,  the  fact 
remains  that  the  longshoremen  are  striking 
only  for  what  the  NRA  provides  for  them, 
that  is:  recognition  of  their  union,  a  shorter 
week,  and  an  increase  in  the  hour  rates  of 
pay  to  compensate  for  the  shorter  week. 

"All  leaders  of  the  I.  L.  A.  are  conserva- 
tive American  Federation  of  Labor  men.  It 
was  to  be  expected  that  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  would  inject  the  political  angle 
into  this  controversy.  A  very  small  number 
of  longshoremen  are  interested  in  Commu- 
nism, that  is  their  privilege.  Nevertheless, 
it  is  a  fact  that  a  great  majority  of  the 
striking  longshoremen  are  adherents  of  con- 
servative political  parties. 

"Regardless  of  their  political  affiliation, 
all  of  them  are  agreed  upon  one  thing:  con- 
ditions such  as  have  prevailed  along  the 
waterfront  will  not  be  tolerated  in  the 
future. 


"The  Chamber  of  Commerce,  in  aligning 
itself  with  the  shipowners,  is  now  playing 
its  trump  card  by  attempting  to  draw  a 
'red'  herring  across  the  trail.  Longshoremen 
are  interested  in  recovery  from  the  depres- 
sion. To  attain  this,  the  purchasing  power 
of  longshoremen  must  be  increased.  Appar- 
ently the  shipowners  do  not  see  this  obvious 
route  to  recovery  as  recommended  by  Presi- 
dent Roosevelt." 

The  statement  of  Peterson  as  the 
representative  of  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee of  the  striking  longshoremen 
was  as  follows: 93 

"The  Red  Scare"  issued  by  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Chamber  of  Commerce  is  a  typical 
propaganda  effort. 

"Any  strike  in  history  is  a  conflict  be- 
tween the  pocketbook  of  the  capitalist  and 
the  stomach  of  the  employee. 

"On  April  3,  in  the  interest  of  industrial 
peace,  the  Executive  Board  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association,  Pacific 
Coast  District,  entered  into  a  verbal  agree- 
ment with  the  employers  of  longshore  labor 
from  various  Pacific  Coast  ports. 

"This  agreement  was  openly  flaunted  by 
the  employers  in  one  or  more  ports  and  was 
nullified  in  others  by  the  shippers  or  their 
agents. 

"Seeing  that  there  was  no  possibility  of 
harmonious  relations  which  would  bring  re- 
sults, a  strike  was  called  for  May  9.  The 
statement  that  the  I.  L.  A.  is  represented  by 
Communistic  agitators  is  false  and  mis- 
leading. 

"In  the  public  interest  it  is  hoped  the 
Presidential  Board  will  issue  a  full  and 
complete  statement  of  the  real  facts  in  the 
case.  They  must  refute  every  charge  made 
by  Mr.  Mailliard. 

"The  executive  Board  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
and  the  members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  are  a  true 
cross-section  of  Americanism.  The  strike  is 
in  effect  to  procure  work  enough  to  support 
their  families  as  Americans." 

The  fact  remains,  however,  that  it 
was  obvious  to  impartial  observers  that 
a  more  and  more  radical  sentiment  was 
pervading  the  San  Francisco  water- 
front. The  Marine  Workers'  Industrial 
Union,  an  avowedly  communist  organ- 


(92)   Ibid. 


(93)   Oakland  Tribune,  May  21.  1934. 


28 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


ization,  was  known  to  be  exerting  an 
increasing  influence  in  the  determina- 
tion of  strike  strategy  and  policy.  As 
experienced  an  observer  as  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Labor  McGrady  sensed 
the  Communist  influence  without  dif- 
ficulty. Had  he  not  been  convinced  that 
this  influence  was  present  the  statement 
which  he  made94  would  undoubtedly 
never  have  been  issued  since  it  was 
obvious  that  a  statement  of  this  char- 
acter might  tend  to  inflame  the  more 
conservative  element  among  the  long- 
shoremen. The  International  Labor  De- 
fense was  putting  in  a  strong  oar  at 
about  this  time  in  connection  with  the 
defense  of  persons  arrested  and  charg- 
ed with  rioting  or  other  disturbances 
upon  the  waterfront. 

With  rumors  current  of  a  new  peace 
plan  to  be  submitted  in  the  longshore- 
men's and  maritime  strikes  by  the  fed- 
eral mediators,  even  though  the  nego- 
tiations between  the  two  parties  had 
become  deadlocked,  the  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union  on  May  22d  issued 
a  statement  outlining  its  position  at 
some  length.95  In  this  statement  the 
employers  insisted  that  they  were  agree- 
able to  proceeding  under  the  under- 
standing reached  by  both  parties  on 
April  3d.  The  statement  then  pointed 
out  that  a  joint  meeting  held  between 
the  shipping  interests  of  the  principal 
Pacific  Coast  ports  and  representatives 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  had  presented  demands 
which  were  at  variance  with  the  posi- 
tion previously  taken  by  the  longshore- 
men. The  essence  of  these  demands, 
according  to  the  statement  was,  first, 
that  there  must  be  a  closed  union  shop 
agreement  under  which  none  but  mem- 
bers of  the  I.  L.  A.  should  be  em- 
ployed, and  second  that  all  men  must 
be  hired  at  hiring  halls  exclusively 


controlled  by  the  I.  L.  A. 

In  answer  to  these  demands  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  stated: 

"1.  They  recognize  the  right  of  the  em- 
ployees to  organize  and  bargain  collectively 
through  representatives  of  their  own  choos- 
ing, and  they  agree  to  meet  with  such  rep- 
resentatives for  the  purposes  of  collective 
bargaining. 

2.  There    shall    be    no    discrimination 
against  any  man  by  reason  of  his  affiliation 
with  organized  union   labor,   and  the  em- 
ployers were  willing  to  agree  to  such  pro- 
cedure as  will  guarantee  this. 

3.  They  are  willing  to  submit  to  arbi- 
tration on  the  facts,  all  questions  of  hours 
and  basic  wages. "96 

As  to  those  demands  of  the  union 
relating  to  the  closed  shop  and  the 
exclusive  control  of  the  hiring  hall  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  statement  said, 

"The  employers  are  unanimous  in  their 
decision  that  the  two  fundamental  demands 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  for  the  closed  union  shop, 
under  which  no  one  but  their  members  shall 
be  employed,  and  for  union  control  of  the 
hiring  halls  cannot  be  acceded  to." 

On  May  23rd,  in  an  effort  to  meet 
the  controversial  question  of  the  hir- 
ing hall,  the  President's  Mediation 
Board  made  a  proposal  for  govern- 
mental control  of  hiring  halls  under 
the  United  States  Employment  Ser- 
viced Immediately  there  appeared  to 
be  dissension  among  the  ranks  of  the 
Union  as  to  acceptance  or  rejection  of 
this  proposal.  Harry  Bridges,  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Strike  Committee,  who  later 
was  proven  to  have  had  strong  Com- 
munistic leanings  if  not  actually  Com- 
munistic connections,  informed  a  meet- 
ing of  longshoremen  that  the  proposal 
had  been  rejected  by  the  union.98  At 
the  same  time,  however,  J.  J.  Finnegan, 
a  member  of  the  I.  L.  A.  District  Com- 
mittee and  a  waterfront  clerk,  stated 
that  the  unions  had  not  made  any  reply 


(94)   See  page  26.  (95)   S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  22,  1934. 

(97)   S.  F.  Examiner,  May  23,  1934.  (98)  Ibid. 


(96)  See  Exhibit  "R* 
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and  that  their  decision  would  be  given 
that  day.** 

Further  additions  to  the  roll  of  strik- 
ers took  place  on  the  same  day100  when 
Marine  Engineers'  Beneficial  Associa- 
tion, Local  97,  claiming  a  membership 
of  one  thousand,  ordered  all  of  its 
members  to  cease  employment  at  once. 
The  men  were  ordered  to  remain  out 
on  strike  until  such  time  as  "all  differ- 
ences between  the  shipowners  and  the 
organizations  involved  are  adjusted." 

Further  complications  were  added  to 
the  already  fearfully  tangled  situation 
when  Mayor  Dore  of  Seattle  announc- 
ed that  he  intended  to  use  his  official 
power  to  secure  opening  of  that  port 
with  particular  reference  to  Alaskan 
shipping.101  Inasmuch  as  Joseph  P. 
Ryan,  the  President  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  was  ex- 
pected to  arrive  in  San  Francisco  by 
plane  the  following  day,  Secretary 
McGrady  wired  to  Mayor  Dore  as  fol- 
lows :J°2 

"I  strongly  recommend  you  take  no  ac- 
tion at  this  time.  The  government  is  nego- 
tiating. Both  sides  are  seated  around  the 
table  here  attempting  to  reach  an  amicable 
settlement.  I  trust  you  will  allow  the  gov- 
ernment to  continue  its  efforts." 

To  this  telegram  Mayor  Dore  re- 
plied abruptly  indicating  that  he  did 
not  intend  to  permit  the  action  of  Mc- 
Grady to  prevent  his  enlisting  special 
police  in  an  effort  to  open  the  port. 
According  to  the  Associated  Press103 
he  said,  "Who  is  this  man  McGrady 
that  he  should  be  trying  to  run  our 
business  for  us?  We  are  not  going  to 
paralyze  our  business  and  industry  to 
make  things  easier  for  him." 

On  the  eve  of  the  arrival  of  Ryan, 
President  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  from  New 

(99)  Ibid. 

(100)  Ibid. 

(101)  See  page  23. 

(102)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  23.  1934. 


York  City,  another  union  joined  the 
sympathetic  action  of  the  maritime 
craft  when  Local  90  of  the  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots  of  America,  instruct- 
ed its  members104  "to  resign  and  with- 
draw from  their  positions  until  such 
time  as  a  suitable  agreement  is  arrived 
at  between  the  shipowners'  association 
and  the  organizations  involved.  Pro- 
vision will  be  made  to  care  for  United 
States  mails." 

At  the  same  time  the  proposal  for 
government  control  of  the  hiring  halls 
was  apparently  meeting  with  unfavora- 
ble consideration  by  both  sides.  The 
I.  L.  A.  stated105  it  was  not  in  favor 
of  the  plan  as  it  was  feared  that  gov- 
ernment control  of  the  hiring  halls 
would  amount  to  control  by  the  ship- 
ping interests  while  the  employers  took 
the  position  that  government  control 
would  be  tantamount  to  "indirectly 
favoring  the  closed  shop." 

All  except  the  more  radical  element 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Union  were 
now  feeling  the  charges  that  were  be- 
ing made  against  the  organization  that 
Communists  were  exerting  an  undue 
influence  in  the  affairs.  On  May 
22nd106  at  a  meeting  of  the  Union  an 
agreement  was  reached  that  the  Union 
would  only  affiliate  for  common  strike 
action  with  other  organizations  which 
were  members  of  the  American  Fed- 
eration of  Labor.  The  move  was  re- 
ported to  be  designed  to  dissociate  the 
Union  from  organizations  such  as  the 
Marine  Workers  Industrial  Union 
which  had  joined  the  striking  ranks  in 
sympathy,  but  which,  as  an  avowed 
Communist  organization,  had  no  regu- 
lar standing  in  the  American  labor 
movement. 

On  May  24th  San  Francisco  Police 

(103)  Ibid. 

(104)  Ibid. 

(105)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  23.  1934. 

(106)  S.  F.  News.  May  22.  1934. 
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arrested  four  persons  at  the  Hall  of 
Justice  who  were  admittedly  members 
of  the  Young  Communist  League.107 
Chief  among  those  arrested  was  Elaine 
Black,  who  is  reported  to  have  made 
inflammatory  speeches  along  the  docks, 
exhorting  the  strikers  to  pack  court 
rooms  where  trials  of  strikers  accused 
of  violence  were  being  held,  in  order 
to  intimidate  the  judges  holding  the 
trials.  Miss  Black  was  arrested  on  a 
number  of  other  occasions  during  the 
course  of  the  strike  and  during  the 
course  of  a  trial  held  early  in  August 
in  connection  with  the  arrest  of  the 
secretary  of  the  Marine  Workers  In- 
dustrial Union,  Miss  Black  admitted 
that  she  was  a  Communist  and  the  sec- 
retary of  the  International  Labor  De- 
fense.108 

On  May  24th  Ryan,  President  of 
the  I.  L.  A.,  arrived  in  San  Francisco 
by  plane.  Shortly  after  his  arrival  he  is 
reported  to  have  said : 

"The  recognition  of  the  I.  L.  A.  by  the 
employers  in  collective  bargaining  is  the 
most  important,  the  only  vital  point  at  issue. 
Once  the  employers  do  this  we  can  begin  to 
talk  about  wages  and  working  conditions. 
Until  they  do  this  I  can  see  no  hope  for 
peace."10? 

At  the  same  time  J.  W.  Mailliard, 
Jr.,  as  President  of  the  San  Francisco 
Chamber  of  Commerce  said,  "We  do 
not  wish  to  make  a  statement  pending 
the  outcome  of  negotiations  with  Mr. 
Ryan  and  his  group,  following  which 
the  merchants  will  open  the  port  of 
San  Francisco  to  commerce."110 

A  ray  of  hope  was  thrown  into  the 
proceedings  by  Ryan's  statement  in  re- 
gard to  the  recognition  of  the  union, 
particularly  as  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers in  a  statement  issued  shortly 

(107)  Oakland  Tribune,  May  24,  1934. 

(108)  Report  of  Court  Proceedings  of  Aug.    3, 
1934,  Industrial  Association  files. 

(109)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  25,  1934. 

(110)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  25,  1934. 


after  the  one  issued  by  the  local  strike 
committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.  said,  "The 
employers  have  recognized  and  now 
recognize  and  are  willing  to  bargain 
with  the  I.  L.  A.  as  representative  of 
its  membership."  It  was  pointed  out  at 
the  time  that  all  hopes  of  a  peaceful 
settlement  depended  upon  Ryan's  defi- 
nition of  the  word  "recognition."  In 
this  connection  it  was  stated  that  if  by 
recognition  was  meant  acceptance  of 
the  closed  shop  there  was  little  hope 
of  a  peaceful  settlement.111 

Shortly  after  Ryan's  arrival  he  made 
a  more  extended  statement.  At  this  time 
he  was  reported  to  have  said: 

"The  whole  thing  was  misrepresented  to 
me  in  the  East.  Back  there  they  told  me  it 
was  a  question  of  wages  and  working  con- 
ditions. I  hadn't  been  here  five  minutes 
when  I  discovered  that  the  most  important 
thing  of  all,  the  big  thing  the  men  are  out 
on  strike  for,  is  recognition  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
I  can  see  right  now  that  until  the  ship- 
owners recognize  the  principle  of  collective 
bargaining  and  recognize  the  union  we  can't 
talk  about  anything  else. 

"Recognition  is  the  first  thing.  After  that 
we  can  talk  working  conditions  and  pay. 
And  we  won't  be  unreasonable  in  our  talk, 
either.  Any  talk  that  the  I.  L.  A.  doesn't 
represent  the  men  is  foolishness.  Look  at 
the  waterfront  on  the  Pacific  Coast  today. 
The  I.  L.  A.  called  the  strike  and  every- 
thing is  tied  up.  I  guess  that  shows  who 
speaks  for  the  men."112 

Two  important  statements  outlining 
at  greater  length  the  attitude  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  and  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  were 
issued  on  May  24th.  The  Longshore- 
men in  their  statement113  first  discussed 
the  conditions  which  prevailed  between 
the  end  of  the  waterfront  strike  in  1919 
and  the  adoption  of  the  National  In- 
dustrial Recovery  Act.  Charges  were 

(111)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  25,  1934. 

(112)  Ibid. 

(113)  East  Bay  Labor  Journal,  May  25,   1934. 
See  Exhibit  "S". 
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made  that  conditions  under  which  the 
men  had  to  work  in  connection  with 
the  hiring  and  dispatching  of  crews 
were  intolerable.  Serious  charges 
against  the  Blue  Book  Union  were 
made.  The  statement  pointed  out  that 
a  few  of  the  men  would  make  very 
good  time  and  excellent  wages  but 
that  as  to  the  majority  of  the  long- 
shoremen the  earnings  were  exceed- 
ingly small.  Charges  of  speed-up  under 
the  arrangements  existing  at  this  port 
were  also  made  and  it  was  stated  that 
if  grievances  were  filed  they  were  not 
acted  upon,  and  that  men  who  made 
complaints  were  discriminated  against. 
It  was  specifically  charged  that  the 
Waterfront  Employers  had  refused  to 
grant  any  of  the  demands  of  the  I. 
L.  A.  and  that  therefore  the  strike  took 
place. 

The  Waterfront  Employers  replied  at 
some  length  to  the  Longshoremen's 
statement.114  They  stated  that  the  de- 
cision of  the  NRA  Board  of  Ad- 
justment in  connection  with  the  Blue 
Book  Union  was  sufficient  answer  to 
the  charge  that  the  Blue  Book  was 
dominated  by  the  employers. Il4'a  As  to 
that  portion  of  the  Union  statement  in 
which  it  was  charged  that  as  soon  as 
the  opportunity  offered  men  voluntarily 
dropped  from  the  old  Blue  Book  Union 
and  joined  the  I.  L.  A.,  the  employers 
entered  a  specfic  denial  by  stating  that 
many  of  the  longshoremen  who  were 
regularly  employed  on  the  waterfront 
were  not  members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  even 
at  the  time  the  statement  was  made  and 
that  many  others  had  joined  because  of 
threats  made  by  the  organizers  of  the 
I.  L.  A.  that  unless  they  joined  they 
would  not  be  permitted  to  work  at  their 
regular  occupation.  The  employers 


again  reiterated  their  position  that  they 
would  not  consent  to  an  exclusive 
closed  shop  contract  nor  would  they 
enter  into  an  arrangement  to  give  the 
Union  complete  control  of  the  hiring 
halls,  which,  they  charged,  would  be 
the  equivalent  of  obtaining  the  closed 
shop  by  indirection. 

Hope  of  a  speedy  settlement  was  held 
on  May  26th  when  Ryan  stated,11*  "We 
are  making  progress.  If  we  were  hope- 
lessly deadlocked,  there  would  be  no 
necessity  of  meeting  further — we  are 
all  smiling  and  optimistic."  At  an- 
other point  during  the  course  of  dis- 
cussion on  this  same  date  Ryan  said, 
"We  don't  give  a  hoot  for  the  closed 
shop.  All  we  are  interested  in  is  recog- 
nition with  preference."  Further  hopes 
that  a  settlement  might  be  effected  was 
contained  in  the  announcement116  that 
the  longshoremen  would  hold  a  general 
meeting  in  San  Francisco  on  the  morn- 
ing of  May  26th,  at  which  time  it 
would  be  determined  whether  they 
would  remain  on  strike  until  demands 
of  other  unions  had  been  satisfied  or 
whether  they  would  return  if  a  satis- 
factory agreement  affecting  them  only 
could  be  reached. 

In  this  connection  Ryan  stated:117 

"We  are  not  going  to  leave  any  men  in 
the  lurch  if  they  struck  in  sympathy  with 
us.  But  if  they  struck  because  of  griev- 
ances of  their  own  it  is  up  to  their  locals 
and  internationals  to  settle  them.  If  the 
employers  let  this  strike  go  on  much  longer, 
every  trade  in  the  industry  may  become 
welded  together  in  a  transportation  organ- 
ization, which  would  strike  and  present  all 
their  grievances  at  once  to  their  employers. 
It  will  be  a  much  more  complicated  situa- 
tion to  handle  and  one  for  which  the  em- 
ployers would  have  to  blame  themselves." 

However,  Ryan  indicated  at  the  same 
time  that  while  control  of  the  hiring 


(114)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  25,  1934.  See  Exhibit  "T". 
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halls  was  an  important  element  in  con- 
nection with  a  proposed  settlement  his 
own  attitude  was  that  a  satisfactory 
arrangement  could  be  reached  with  a 
jointly  controlled  hiring  hall  and  a 
government  representative  holding  the 
balance  of  power  in  case  the  two  par- 
ties were  unable  to  agree.118  The 
Union,  however,  at  its  meeting  on  May 
26th  refused  to  recede  from  the  posi- 
tion which  it  had  previously  taken.  At 
this  meeting  the  Union  voted  that  it 
would  not  return  to  work  until  the  de- 
mands of  all  unions  going  out  on 
sympathetic  strike  had  been  completely 
satisfied,  until  the  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation had  been  recognized  through 
a  closed  shop  agreement  and  until  the 
hiring  halls  had  been  placed  exclusively 
under  union  control.119  This  vote  on 
the  part  of  the  I.  L.  A.  represented  a 
definite  repudiation  of  the  recognition 
formula  which  had  been  proposed  by 
Ryan  calling  for  a  preferential  shop 
agreement.  At  this  time  it  was  pointed 
out  that  the  strongest  opposition  to 
Ryan  and  to  his  proposals  came  from 
the  more  radical  group  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
workers  headed  by  Harry  Bridges.120 
Bridges  is  reported  to  have  said  at  this 
time: 

"Settlement  for  mere  recognition  may 
mean  a  lot  to  national  heads  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association  who 
get  fat  salaries;  but  the  workers  are  going 
to  hold  out  for  nothing  less  than  a  closed 


This  important  decision  of  the  Union 
had  been  reached  at  a  meeting  which, 
though  very  vociferous,  was  attended 
by  barely  a  fourth  of  the  membership 
in  San  Francisco.122 

In  spite  of  the  apparent  difficulty 
that  was  preventing  a  meeting  of  minds 
between  the  Waterfront  Employers' 

(118)  Ibid. 

(119)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  27,   1934. 

(120)  Ibid. 

(121)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  26,  1934. 


representatives  and  the  representatives 
of  the  Longshoremen,  Assistant  Secre- 
tary McGrady  on  May  26th  said:  "We 
discussed  the  situation  thoroughly,  and 
as  long  as  we  can  sit  down  and  talk 
together  there  is  hope  of  peace."  The 
developments  of  the  next  day  or  two 
outlined  below  indicate  clearly  the 
point  of  view  of  Mr.  McGrady  at  this 
time  and  the  reasons  actuating  him  in 
his  refusal  to  abandon  negotiations  be- 
tween the  two  parties. 

Additional  sympathetic  action  was 
taken  by  another  union  on  May  26th 
when  Oakland  Local  No.  6  of  the  As- 
sociation of  Certified  Welders  voted  to 
support  the  longshoremen  by  refusing 
to  work  on  any  ships  employing  non- 
union labor  or  strikers  in  any  depart- 
ment or  which  was  served  by  non- 
union longshoremen.123 

As  evidence  of  some  of  the  disas- 
trous effects  which  the  strike  was  caus- 
ing shipping  operations  an  Associated 
Press  report  from  Los  Angeles  is  of 
interest.  According  to  this  story,  E.  J. 
Amar,  President  of  the  Board  of  Har- 
bor Commissioners  of  Los  Angeles, 
stated  that  the  strike  was  costing  the 
Harbor  Department  about  $60,000  a 
month  through  loss  of  pilotage,  wharf- 
age and  dockage  charges.  In  the  same 
dispatch  it  was  stated  that  ship  arrivals 
had  declined  from  117  in  the  preced- 
ing week  to  78.  Lumber  shipments  had 
fallen  from  in  excess  of  4,000,000 
feet  to  nothing  and  oil  shipments  fell 
from  1,134,000  barrels  to  853,000 
barrels.124 

The  worst  rioting  which  had  marked 
the  waterfront  difficulties  in  San  Fran- 
cisco since  the  inception  of  the  strike 
occurred  on  May  28th  when  approxi- 
mately 1,000  pickets  became  embroiled 

(122)  Ibid. 

(123)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  27,  1934. 

(124)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin.  May  28,  1934. 
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with  police  details.  According  to  news- 
paper dispatches125  the  strikers  were 
planning  to  advance  to  Pier  18  where 
a  ship  was  loading  and  attempted  to 
cover  this  advance  with  a  barrage  of 
bricks  and  cobblestone.  Police  reserves 
were  rushed  to  the  scene  and  after  a 
prolonged  struggle  in  which  seven  per- 
sons, four  of  whom  were  police  offi- 
cers, were  badly  injured,  the  demon- 
stration was  broken  up.  The  represen- 
tatives of  the  longshoremen  claimed 
that  they  were  engaged  in  a  peaceful 
parade  which  was  interrupted  by  hasty 
and  unwarranted  action  on  the  part 
of  the  police.  The  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation filed  a  protest  with  the  Board 
of  Supervisors,126  the  legislative  body 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, severely  criticizing  the  action  of 
the  police  department.  The  Board  of 
Supervisors  gave  consideration  to  the 
resolution  and  on  motion  of  Super- 
visor Andrew  J.  Gallagher,  the  Mayor 
was  authorized  to  appoint  a  committee 
of  five  to  investigate  the  facts  and  re- 
port "the  truth"  to  the  public.127  The 
resolution  suggested  that  the  com- 
mittee should  not  represent  either  side 
to  the  controversy  but  should  consist 
of  impartial  observers.  Although  the 
resolution  was  adopted  by  a  unanimous 
vote  the  Mayor  refused  to  make  the 
appointments127-2  on  the  grounds  that 
they  might  affect  the  balloting  on  the 
proposal  discussed  below.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  the  committee  was  never  ap- 
pointed. 

On  the  same  day,  May  28th,  that  this 
most  serious  rioting  occurred  announce- 
ment was  made  that  the  representatives 
of  the  striking  longshoremen  and  the 
shipping  interests  had  agreed  upon  a 
basis  for  settlement  of  the  strike.128 


The  agreement  was  negotiated  on  be- 
half of  the  I.  L.  A.  by  William  J. 
Lewis,  Pacific  Coast  District  President, 
J.  C.  Bjorklund,  District  Secretary, 
Paddy  Morris  of  Tacoma  and  Clif 
Thurston  of  Portland.  On  the  part  of 
the  employers  the  agreement  was  nego- 
tiated by  representatives  of  the  ports  of 
Seattle,  Portland,  San  Francisco  and 
Los  Angeles.  Ryan,  as  President  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Associ- 
ation, participated  directly  in  the  pro- 
ceedings as  did  Assistant  Secretary 
McGrady.12?  The  agreement  provided, 
in  essence,  that  the  employers  would 
recognize  the  I.  L.  A.  as  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  longshoremen  for  the 
purposes  of  collective  bargaining,  that 
as  a  result  of  such  collective  bargain- 
ing rules  and  regulations  for  registra- 
tion and  hiring  of  longshoremen 
through  hiring  halls  to  be  established 
in  each  port  would  be  negotiated,  that 
no  discrimination  would  be  practiced 
in  the  hiring  halls  because  of  mem- 
bership or  non-membership  in  the 
union,  that  the  function  of  the  hiring 
hall  should  be  to  control  the  registra- 
tion and  hiring  of  men  but  that  the  em- 
ployers should  be  free  to  hire  without 
limitation  among  those  eligible  and 
that  workmen  should  be  free  to  select 
their  jobs,  that  the  employers  should 
pay  the  rent  and  incidental  expenses 
of  the  hiring  hall  and  be  responsible 
for  the  registration  and  dispatching 
records  and  the  payment  of  the  salaries 
of  their  employees  in  the  hiring  hall, 
that  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  should  maintain  a  repre- 
sentative in  each  hall  in  order  to  pre- 
vent discrimination  and  that  all  dis- 
putes in  regard  to  wages  and  hours 
should  be  arbitrated.  l$°  It  was  under- 


(125)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  29,  1934.  (128)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  29,  1934. 

(126)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  29,  1934.  (129)  Ibid. 
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stood  that  under  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment the  same  would  have  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  a  referendum  vote  of  all  of 
the  members  of  the  Union  before  it 
could  become  effective. 

Some  indication  of  the  reception 
which  the  proposal  was  likely  to  re- 
ceive was  contained  in  a  dispatch  which 
appeared  in  the  press  on  the  same  day 
outlining  a  dispute  which  had  arisen 
between  Mr.  Ryan  and  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Local  of  the  I.  L.  A.  relative  to 
the  closed  shop.  Ryan  had  stated  that 
he  was  not  directly  concerned  with 
whether  or  not  the  union  had  a  closed 
shop  agreement  as  long  as  its  rights 
were  generally  protected. 151  To  this 
the  Publicity  Committee  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
issued  a  statement  reading  as  follows: 

"The  Negotiations  Committee  of  the 
I.  L.  A.  is  still  bound  by  the  convention 
demands  of  last  February,  which  emphatic- 
ally state  that  we  ask  for  a  closed  shop.  At 
a  special  meeting  in  Eagles'  Hall  the  mem- 
bership of  the  I.  L.  A.  reiterated  this  by 
passing  a  motion  that  the  employers  recog- 
nize the  I.  L.  A.  as  the  sole  representative 
of  the  longshoremen."1 32 

At  the  time  that  the  announcement 
was  made  that  an  agreement  had  been 
perfected  Mr.  Ryan  was  reported  to 
have  said:140 

"This  gives  us  exactly  what  the  long- 
shoremen have  fought  for  and  is  all  we 
want.  It  gives  recognition  to  the  I.  L.  A. 
in  all  disputes  and  provides  for  collective 
bargaining.  I  hope  and  believe  that  it  will 
be  adopted  unanimously  by  the  locals." 

At  the  same  time  Assistant  Secre- 
tary McGrady  likewise  issued  a  state- 
ment in  which  he  said: 

"Never  in  many  years  of  labor  work,  have 
I  seen  a  finer  spirit  than  was  displayed  at 
the  meetings  which  led  up  to  this  agree- 
ment. There  was  a  spirit  of  cooperation 
and  give  and  take  which  I  have  never  seen 


(131)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  28,  1934. 

(132)  Ibid. 
(133-139)  Not  used. 

(140)   S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  29,  1934. 


equalled.  I  believe  the  agreement  is  the 
basis  for  an  equitable  settlement  of  the  dif- 
ferences of  the  employers  and  employees."141 

Further  indication,  however,  that 
the  agreement  might  not  be  satisfac- 
tory to  the  rank  and  file  of  the  work- 
ers was  contained  in  a  statement  which 
was  reported  to  have  been  made  by 
the  representatives  of  the  northwestern 
ports  who  had  participated  in  the  pro- 
ceedings. These  men  stated,  just  be- 
fore they  departed  from  San  Francisco, 
that  they  were  dissatisfied  with  the 
results  of  the  negotiations.142  It  was 
also  stated  at  the  same  time  that  a  vote 
would  be  taken  by  the  entire  Pacific 
Coast  District  without  regard  to  the 
vote  of  individual  ports,  and  that  a  ma- 
jority vote  of  all  of  the  I.  L.  A.  mem- 
bers in  the  district  would  determine 
the  outcome  of  the  referendum.145 

Evidence  that  the  proposal  would  be 
rejected  by  the  men  was  seen  in  a  state- 
ment144 issued  by  the  Strike  Commit- 
tee with  the  approval  of  Harry  Bridges, 
its  Chairman.  This  statement  said: 

"Regarding  the  proposal  of  the  steamship 
owners  which  was  read  to  the  Strike  Com- 
mittee last  night,  the  committee  discussed 
the  proposal  thoroughly  and  came  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  was  futile  even  to  dis- 
cuss it. 

"1.  It  means  that  the  longshoremen  will 
return  to  work  under  worse  conditions  than 
ever  before. 

"2.  Strikebreakers  now  working  would 
be  retained  by  the  employers,  or  they  would 
discharge  them  on  one  day  and  rehire  them 
the  next  day. 

"3.  The  hiring  hall,  controlled  and  paid 
for  by  the  employers,  would  certainly  not 
be  considered  by  the  membership  as  it 
leaves  the  employers  in  absolute  control. 

"4.  Under  this  agreement  the  employer 
has  the  privilege  to  hire  whomever  he 
pleases  and  as  a  consequence  the  militant 
leaders  of  this  strike  would  never  be  hired 
on  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  again. 


(141)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  29,  1934. 
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"5.  Recognition  of  the  I.  L.  A.  as  sole 
representative  of  the  men  is  not  granted 
under  this  agreement.  It  mentions  only  that 
collective  bargaining  shall  be  entered  into 
48  hours  after  the  strike  is  called  off.  We 
have  had  collective  bargaining  for  the  past 
several  months  and  nothing  accomplished. 

"6.  In  short  this  agreement  offered  by 
the  employers  is  not  an  offer  at  all,  as  it 
provides  for  no  improvement  of  conditions 
on  the  waterfront,  and  therefore  will  receive 
no  consideration  from  the  membership  of 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion. . 

"Reports  in  the  newspapers  that  the  strike 
is  settled  are  absolutely  untrue.  The  strike 
has  just  started,  and  will  probably  involve 
other  unions  which  have  no  connection  with 
the  marine  industry.  The  possibility  of  a 
general  strike  along  the  Pacific  Coast  is 
almost  a  certainty. 

"Even  if  the  employers'  proposal  were 
acceptable  the  longshoremen  could  not  re- 
turn to  work  until  the  other  marine  unions 
on  strike  also  got  a  satisfactory  settlement." 

A  further  statement  by  Mr.  Ryan 
outlined  his  attitude  in  regard  to  the 
proposed  settlement,  and  indicated  his 
recognition  of  the  fact  that  it  repre- 
sented a  long  step  in  advance  over  any- 
thing that  had  previously  been  en- 
joyed by  the  I.  L.  A.  on  the  Pacific 
Coast.  This  statement  was145  made  by 
Mr.  Ryan  through  the  Associated  Press 
in  Portland  as  he  was  en  route  to  Seattle 
to  discuss  with  the  locals  there  the 
terms  of  the  agreement.  Mr.  Ryan  said: 

"The  program  submitted  is  not  all  that 
we  asked  for  but  it  represents  some  con- 
cessions which  we  wanted  badly.  To  have 
a  real  district  down  here  it  was  necessary 
to  get  Los  Angeles  into  the  agreement,  but 
the  employers  down  there  were  not  so  en- 
thusiastic about  joining  the  others. 

"While  we  did  not  get  the  closed  shop, 
what  we  did  get  amounts  to  the  same  thing. 
The  idea  of  having  an  I.  L.  A.  man  in 
the  hiring  halls  to  look  after  the  men  and 
prevent  discrimination  will  have  a  tendency 
to  create  what  really  amounts  to  the  closed 
shop  in  every  sense  of  the  expression." 


(145)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  29.  1934. 

(146)  S.  F.  News,  May  29,  1934. 


A  meeting  of  the  longshoremen  to 
consider  the  proposal  preliminarily  in 
San  Francisco  was  called  for  the  eve- 
ning of  May  29th.  Early  statements 
appearing  in  the  press  on  the  same 
afternoon  indicated  that  the  proposed 
plan  of  settlement  would  be  rejected. 
The  statement  that  this  would  be  the 
case  was  issued  by  Harry  Bridges, 
Chairman  of  the  local  Strike  Commit- 
tee, and  R.  B.  Mallen,  the  head  of  the 
Publicity  Committee.  In  connection 
with  this  announcement  that  the  pro- 
posal would  be  rejected,  the  Daily 
News  carried  a  statement  to  the  effect 
that  "Mr.  Bridges  was  recognized  as 
the  leader  of  the  left-wing  element 
among  the  strikers."  At  another  point 
in  the  same  article  it  was  stated  that 
Bridges  characterized  this  settlement 
as  "a  mere  attempt  of  the  employers 
to  sound  out  weak  spots  in  the  I.  L.  A. 
organization."  The  same  news  story 
quoted  Mallen  as  saying  that  he  con- 
sidered the  proposal  "a  matter  more 
for  laughter  than  for  voting."146 

In  the  meantime  it  was  announced 
that  Assistant  Secretary  McGrady,  ex- 
pecting that  a  settlement  would  be 
reached,  was  clearing  the  ground  for 
arbitration  of  the  other  disputes  pend- 
ing between  the  shipowners  and  the 
various  maritime  unions  that  were  out 
on  sympathetic  strike.147 

When  the  proposal  was  presented  to 
a  meeting  of  the  San  Francisco  Local 
the  strong  influence  of  the  left-wing 
group  so  made  itself  felt  that  the  de- 
cision for  rejection  was  carried  by 
what  was  the  equivalent  of  a  unani- 
mous vote.148  At  the  same  time,  dele- 
gates from  northwestern  ports,  meet- 
ing in  Tacoma,  recommended  rejection 
of  the  plan  while  longshoremen  em- 
ployed in  southwestern  Oregon  and 

(147)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  May  29,  1934. 
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in  San  Pedro  appeared  to  be  favor- 
able.149 When  it  became  evident  that 
there  was  a  strong  likelihood  that  the 
proposal  would  be  rejected  Secretary 
McGrady  issued  a  statement  in  which 
he  said: 

"If  the  proposal  is  rejected  the  employers 
are  bound  to  take  the  offensive  and  blood- 
shed and  violence  will  result.  If  no  agree- 
ment is  reached  I  will  recommend  to  the 
President  that  the  shipping  code  be  imme- 
diately adopted,  particularly  on  the  question 
of  wages  and  hours." 

A  little  later  when  reports  were 
current  that  a  secret  ballot  would  not 
be  taken  on  the  proposal  Mr.  Mc- 
Grady said, 

"We  will  not  recognize  any  return  on 
the  vote  unless  it  is  by  secret  ballot  and  a 
return  sent  to  one  bona  fide  office."150 

Ryan,  on  reaching  Portland,  is  re- 
ported to  have  said: 

"San  Francisco  opposed  the  peace  settle- 
ment and  it  is  up  to  the  locals  of  the  North- 
west to  vote  down  San  Francisco  and  save 
that  local  from  itself."1 51 

On  May  31st  the  press  was  unani- 
mous in  its  conclusion  that  the  refer- 
endum was  doomed  to  hopeless  defeat 
and  had  been  smothered  largely  by 
the  activities  of  union  leaders  them- 
selves who  argued  most  vociferously 
against  acceptance.152  Contrary  to  the 
understanding  relative  to  a  secret  bal- 
lot, rising  votes  or  votes  by  acclama- 
tion were  taken  in  a  number  of  the 
ports.  In  other  ports  the  Executive 
Committee  of  the  Union  announced 
that  even  though  the  members  of  the 
Local  voted  in  favor  of  the  proposal 
the  Executive  Committee  would  reject 
it.  Employers  charged  that  the  proce- 
dure of  oral  voting  and  refusal  of  the 
Executive  Committees,  in  some  in- 
stances, to  submit  the  proposition  to  a 

(149)  Ibid. 

(150)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  May  30,  1934. 

(151)  S.  F.  News,  May  29,  1934. 


vote  at  all,  was  depriving  the  more  con- 
servative members  of  the  organization 
of  an  opportunity  truly  to  express 
themselves. 

Meanwhile  certain  union  leaders, 
chief  among  them  being  Harry 
Bridges,  alien  chairman  of  the  Long- 
shoremen's Strike  Committee,  were 
vigorously  attempting  to  secure  sup- 
port for  a  proposal  for  a  general  strike 
to  back  up  the  stand  of  the  longshore- 
men.153 

While  ballots  for  the  proposed  ref- 
erendum on  the  settlement  of  May 
28th  were  being  distributed,  and  with 
voting  expected  to  take  place  formally 
in  those  ports  which  would  permit  vot- 
ing, and  where  a  secret  ballot  had  not 
been  stopped  by  the  action  of  local 
officers,  Executive  Committee  mem- 
bers, or  radicals,  trouble  was  brewing 
on  the  San  Francisco  waterfront.  It 
was  expected  that  a  substantial  num- 
ber of  ballots  would  be  cast  on  Thurs- 
day, May  31st,  Memorial  Day,  in  all 
ports  where  an  actual  secret  ballot  was 
permitted.  Therefore,  the  events  which 
took  place  in  San  Francisco  on  May 
31st  must  be  considered  in  the  light 
of  the  effect  which  they  might  have 
upon  the  referendum.  On  that  day  a 
demonstration  occurred  evidently  engi- 
neered and  led  by  Communists  and 
Communist  sympathizers.  The  rioting 
developed  as  a  result  of  an  effort  on 
the  part  of  the  Communists  to  hold 
a  parade  celebrating  what  was  desig- 
nated as  "Youth  Day."  From  the  testi- 
mony of  eye-witnesses154  it  is  appar- 
ent that  a  plan  had  been  worked  out 
by  means  of  which  small  groups  of 
persons  would  drift  toward  a  common 
point,  and  that  when  a  sufficient  num- 
ber had  gathered  there  an  effort  would 
be  made  to  start  a  disturbance  in  order 


(152)  S.  F.  Examiner,  May  30,  1934. 
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definitely  to  provoke  an  attack  by  the 
police.  All  eye-witnesses  and  official 
reports  relative  to  the  disturbance  were 
unanimous  in  their  testimony  that 
members  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  were  not  di- 
rectly involved  in,  nor  did  they  di- 
rectly participate  in,  the  disturbance.135 
Similarly,  all  reports  were  in  agree- 
ment that  the  procession  had  all  of  the 
earmarks  of  a  prearranged  demonstra- 
tion and  that  in  addition  it  bore  strong 
evidence  of  definite  Communist  lead- 
ership. The  fact  that  a  considerable 
number  of  women  were  involved  in 
the  disturbance  lends  credence  to  these 
statements.  While  a  number  of  per- 
sons were  injured,  including  several 
police  officers,  there  were  no  other 
serious  repercussions  from  this  diffi- 
culty except  that  the  rioting  did  un- 
doubtedly have  an  adverse  effect  upon 
the  reactions  of  longshoremen  in  a 
number  of  ports  to  the  proposed  settle- 
ment. It  is  certain,  however,  that  the 
final  result  would  not  have  been  alter- 
ed had  no  demonstration  occurred. 

Thus  in  Portland,  Oregon,  the  long- 
shoremen refused  to  consider  taking  a 
ballot  on  the  proposed  agreement156 
of  May  28th  and  rejected  the  entire 
plan  by  acclamation.  Following  this 
meeting  Mr.  Ryan  withdrew  his  sup- 
port of  the  proposal  for  settlement, 
completely  changed  his  previous  stand 
relative  to  the  closed  shop  and  stated, 
"We  want  and  need  closed  shop  and 
we  must  not  agree  to  any  other 
terms."157  At  the  same  time  Dave 
Beck,  President  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  of  Seattle,  proposed  that  Seattle 
unions  make  a  local  settlement  without 
regard  to  other  ports.  In  this  connec- 
tion Mr.  Beck  said:158 


(155)  S.  F.  News,  May  31,  1934. 

(156)  Oakland  Tribune,  May  30,   1934. 

(157)  Jbid. 

(158)  S.  F.  News,  May  31,  1934. 


"There  is  no  chance  of  getting  an  agree- 
ment as  long  as  Los  Angeles  takes  the  atti- 
tude it  does  now.  Merchants  and  shippers 
down  there  will  never  stand  for  union  labor. 
They  are  able  to  move  cargo  there  while 
other  ports  suffer." 

In  another  press  dispatch  Ryan  was 
quoted  as  saying: 

"I  have  a  different  slant  on  it  now  and 
the  issue  has  resolved  itself  entirely  into  a 
question  of  full  recognition  of  the  union. 
I  don't  blame  the  strikers  if  they  reject  the 
peace  offer."15? 

These  statements  all  were  made  in 
advance  of  the  actual  taking  of  the 
strike  vote  by  secret  ballot  although 
in  a  considerable  number  of  the  ports 
decision  had  been  reached,  as  already 
pointed  out,  to  reject  the  proposal  as 
a  result  of  an  oral  vote. 

Evidence  of  the  solidarity  of  the  var- 
ious striking  crafts  was  shown  when 
the  International  Seamen's  Union  at  a 
meeting  held  on  May  31st,  and  re- 
ported160 to  have  been  attended  by 
1800  members  of  that  organization, 
adopted  a  resolution  affecting  the 
Sailors'  Union  of  the  Pacific  Coast,  Ma- 
rine Firemen,  Oilers,  Watertenders  and 
Wipers'  Association,  and  the  Marine 
Cooks  and  Stewards'  Association, 
agreeing  to  "stand  by  our  agreement 
with  the  Pacific  Coast  District  Unions 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association,  also  on  strike  for  better 
conditions,  and  will  not  return  to  work 
until  those  demands  have  been  met." 

On  June  1st,  with  the  failure  of  the 
May  28th  agreement  to  bring  any  set- 
tlement of  the  longshoremen's  strike, 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  Edward 
F.  McGrady  left  by  plane  for  Wash- 
ington.161 It  was  stated  that  McGrady 
would  place  the  entire  strike  situation 
directly  before  President  Roosevelt  in 

(159)  Ibid. 
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an  effort  to  secure  his  interest  and  in- 
tervention in  the  tie-up  which  was  at 
this  time  affecting  the  entire  Pacific 
Coast  with  increasing  seriousness.  On 
the  same  date,  Ryan  offered  a  sugges- 
tion that  the  unions  in  each  port  draw 
up  a  separate  agreement  with  the  ship- 
pers who  were  willing  to  recognize  the 
I.  L.  A.  and  hire  all  stevedores  through 
I.  L.  A.  headquarters.  In  this  connec- 
tion Ryan  is  reported  to  have  stated  in 
a  wire  from  Tacoma  to  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Local: 

"We  will  recommend  that  the  Pacific 
Coast  Executive  Board  be  given  power  to 
sign  up  with  employers  who  agree  to  recog- 
nize our  organization  and  hire  from  our 
local  headquarters."162 

At  the  same  time  efforts  were  under- 
taken by  the  local  longshoremen  to 
secure  sympathetic  action  on  the  part 
of  longshoremen  employed  on  the  east- 
ern seaboard.  In  a  telegram  addressed 
to  Ryan  on  June  1st  Joseph  Johnson, 
President  of  the  San  Francisco  Local, 
stated: 

"Newspapers  quote  you  as  willing  to  call 
out  east  coast  longshoremen  to  the  extent 
that  they  will  not  load  or  discharge  ships 
coming  to  or  from  Pacific  Coast  ports.  We 
request  you  do  this  also  notify  Seamens 
Union  take  similar  action. "163 

It  was  stated  in  the  press  that  no  re- 
ply to  this  telegram  had  been  received 
from  Ryan  and  it  was  believed  that  he 
would  oppose  such  action  until  all  ef- 
forts to  bring  about  a  peaceful  settle- 
ment of  the  controversy  had  been  aban- 
doned.164 As  a  matter  of  fact  while 
the  question  of  sympathetic  action  on 
the  part  of  the  longshoremen  in  the 
East  came  up  on  several  occasions  dur- 
ing the  course  of  the  strike  no  definite 
steps  looking  toward  this  end  were 
taken  at  any  time. 

(162)  Ibid. 
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First  intimation  of  a  proposal  for 
definite  government  operation  of  the 
hiring  hall  appeared  in  the  press  in  a 
statement  made  by  Secretary  McGrady 
just  before  he  departed  for  Washing- 
ton. In  this  connection  Mr.  McGrady 
said:16* 

"The  question  of  who  shall  operate  the 
hiring  hall  and  how  is  the  cause  of  all  the 
difference  now.  I  intend  to  propose  to  the 
Administration  that  the  Employment  Ser- 
vice take  over  the  operation,  inasmuch  as 
the  two  factions  cannot  agree,  because  I 
feel  it  is  a  duty  we  owe  to  the  welfare  of 
the  people,  the  community  and  commerce. 

"Under  my  plan,  the  halls  will  be  oper- 
ated by  government  employees.  It  will  pro- 
vide for  a  committee  from  the  union  and  a 
committee  from  the  employers  to  be  present 
at  any  or  all  times." 

In  response  to  this  statement  by 
McGrady,  which  was  evidently  a  feeler 
designed  to  ascertain  the  reaction  of 
both  parties  to  a  proposal  of  this  kind, 
Ryan  is  reported  to  have  said:166 

"Neither  side  will  object,  in  my  opinion, 
to  government  supervision.  However,  I  am 
still  hopeful  of  the  two  elements  coming 
together  themselves." 

At  the  same  time  spokesmen  for  the 
Waterfront  Employers  indicated  that 
they  would  not  actively  oppose  Mc- 
Grady's  plan.167  These  statements, 
however,  were  at  the  time  considered 
to  be  purely  unofficial  expressions  and 
not  necessarily  binding  on  either  party. 

On  June  2nd  the  local  San  Francisco 
I.  L.  A.  officials  announced  that  about 
2,000  ballots  of  the  3,500  cast  had  al- 
ready been  counted  and  that  the  local 
vote  showed  approximately  99%  re- 
jection of  the  May  28th  proposal  for 
settlement  of  the  strike.168  At  the  same 
time  it  was  reported  that  Ryan  had 
been  holding  private  conferences  with 
individual  shipowners  in  an  effort  to 

(166)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  3,  1934. 
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convince  them  that  the  preferential 
plan  of  employment  effective  on  the 
eastern  seaboard  should  be  applied  to 
San  Francisco.169 

As  regards  those  proposals  looking 
toward  the  speedy  adoption  of  a  ship- 
ping code  under  the  National  Recov- 
ery Act,  it  was  pointed  out  by  Dean 
Henry  Francis  Grady,  the  Chairman 
of  the  President's  Mediation  Board, 
after  he  had  been  in  telephonic  com- 
munication with  members  of  the  Na- 
tional Labor  Board  in  Washington,  that 
he  saw  no  immediate  possibility  of  a 
settlement  of  the  waterfront  strike 
through  the  mechanism  of  a  shipping 
code.  In  this  connection  it  was  pointed 
out  that  while  an  imposed  code  could 
control  ship  operations  it  would  not 
and  could  not  make  men  work  if  they 
did  not  desire  to  do  so.170 

On  the  following  day,  June  4th, 
Dean  Grady  issued  a  statement  on  his 
own  behalf  in  which  he  pointed  out 
that  it  was  a  great  disappointment  to 
him  that  the  agreement  of  April  3rd, 
which  he  regarded  as  essentially  fair, 
had  broken  down  and  that  also  the 
proposal  offered  by  the  employers  on 
May  28th  was  not  accepted  by  the  men. 
In  this  connection  Dean  Grady  said: 

"At  the  time  this  was  offered  I  regarded 
it  as  a  fair  proposal,  in  the  working  out  of 
which  the  interests  of  both  employers  and 
men  could  be  fully  safeguarded.  I  am  still 
of  this  opinion." 

He  then  went  on  to  state171  that  lack 
of  faith  in  regard  to  the  control  of  the 
dispatching  hall  had  been  the  obstacle 
which  had  continually  balked  efforts 
at  a  settlement  He  stated  that  he  was 
convinced  after  his  dealings  with  the 
San  Francisco  employers  that  they  were 
earnestly  desirous  of  making  the  pro- 
posal of  May  28th — 


"an  instrument  for  fair  and  honest  dealing 
with  the  longshoremen  of  San  Francisco. 
Since  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  represents  almost  all  the  long- 
shoremen in  San  Francisco  and  the  employ- 
ers are  willing  to  recognize  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  for  the  pur- 
poses of  collective  bargaining,  I  cannot  see 
how  the  proposal  of  May  28th  could  menace 
the  union." 

The  statement  closed  with  a  plea 
that  some  legislation  which  would 
serve  to  give  mandatory  powers  to 
government  representatives  for  the  set- 
tlement of  industrial  disputes  should 
be  adopted.  The  limitations  of  media- 
tion, persuasion  and  conciliation  were 
pointed  out.  In  this  connection  Dean 
Grady  said: 

"Some  machinery,  adequate  to  protect  the 
vital  interests  of  labor  and  insure  an  orderly 
hearing  of  its  claims,  is  imperative.  The 
employer  must  also  be  adequately  protected. 
It  is  inconceivable  that  at  this  stage  of  our 
development  questions  in  dispute  should  be 
determined  by  force,  either  on  one  side  or 
the  other.  The  only  safeguard  for  democ- 
racy is  machinery  for  its  orderly  function- 
ing even  under  the  stress  of  fundamental 
conflicts  of  interest." 

Evidence  of  an  effort  to  attempt  to 
involve  foreign  ports  in  the  San  Fran- 
cisco strike  came  on  June  4th  when 
the  local  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  cabled  to  the  Central  Union 
of  Transport  Workers  in  Amsterdam 
and  Rotterdam  demanding  that  the 
Dutch  waterfront  workers  refuse  to  un- 
load vessels  which  had  been  loaded  on 
the  Pacific  Coast  since  the  strike  started 
on  May  9th.172  In  its  turn,  the  San 
Francisco  local  received  a  cable  from 
New  Zealand  stating  that  the  Water- 
front Dock  Workers'  Association  of 
that  British  Colony  would  cooperate 
with  local  strikers  in  refusing  to  handle 
cargoes  from  vessels  loaded  by  strike- 
breakers.173 
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At  the  same  time  in  Washington 
Assistant  Secretary  McGrady  was  at- 
tempting to  find,  through  the  federal 
authorities  there,  some  device  by  means 
of  which  a  settlement  could  be  effected. 
It  was  stated  that  he  conferred  with 
Senator  Robert  F.  Wagner  of  New 
York,  Chairman  of  the  National  La- 
bor Board,  in  connection  with  the  San 
Francisco  situation,  and  that  he  hoped 
during  the  day  to  have  a  conference 
with  President  Roosevelt  at  which  time 
he  would  urge  that  the  President  im- 
pose a  code  upon  the  shipping  indus- 
try limiting  the  code  to  labor  clauses 
only.174  It  was  also  announced  from 
Washington,  according  to  Associated 
Press  dispatches,  that  the  United  States 
Department  of  Labor  was  willing  to 
accept  the  responsibility  of  supervis- 
ing the  administration  of  hiring 
halls.  "5 

On  the  previous  day,  Sunday,  June 
3rd,  an  important  parade  occurred  in 
San  Francisco  when  marchers  traversed 
the  city  from  the  I.  L.  A.  union  hall 
close  to  the  waterfront  to  the  Civic 
Center,  some  two  miles  away.  The 
press  reported  3500  marchers  partici- 
pated in  the  parade  and  that  they 
passed  in  "ominous  silence"  through 
the  deserted  downtown  streets.  The 
crowd  formed  in  orderly  fashion  in 
the  Civic  Center,  was  addressed  by  a 
number  of  speakers  and  eventually 
adopted  resolutions  demanding  of  the 
public  officials  that  all  armed  guards 
on  the  waterfront  be  withdrawn  and 
that  the  longshoremen  be  permitted 
peacefully  to  picket  the  strike  area.176 

At  the  same  time  it  was  announced 
that  the  final  vote  in  the  San  Francisco 
local  on  the  proposal  of  May  28th  had 
been  rejection  by  2401  opposed  to  78 
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in  favor.177  It  was  also  stated  that  an 
identical  vote  had  been  cast  on  the 
question  of  remaining  on  strike  until 
the  demands  of  the  seamen  and  other 
crafts  which  had  gone  out  in  sympathy 
had  been  met. 

The  answer  of  the  San  Francisco 
local  with  its  radical  leadership  to  the 
proposal  that  separate  company  or  port 
agreements  should  be  entered  into  was 
given  at  a  meeting  of  the  local  held  on 
the  evening  of  June  4th,  when  the 
members  present,  by  a  standing  vote, 
reaffirmed  their  determination  to  ac- 
cept no  agreement  which  did  not  in- 
volve the  entire  Pacific  Coast.178  When 
International  President  Ryan  attempted 
to  address  the  meeting  he  was  answer- 
ed by  a  chorus  of  booes  and  catcalls 
from  the  members  which  prevented 
him  from  completing  his  speech.179 
Immediately  thereafter  Ryan  left  for 
Seattle  where  the  question  of  the  agree- 
ment between  the  Seattle  longshoremen 
and  the  Alaska  Steamship  Company 
was  under  consideration. 

A  new  element  in  the  strike  situation 
from  the  standpoint  of  governmental 
interests  was  injected  in  the  meeting 
on  June  5th  when  Acting  Governor 
Frank  F.  Merriam,  who  had  recently 
succeeded  the  late  Governor  Rolph  as 
the  Chief  Executive  of  the  State,  met 
with  representatives  of  the  steamship 
companies  and  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  in  order  to  discuss  the 
strike  situation.180 

Another  new  element  also  appeared 
on  the  horizon  at  this  time  when  Lee 
J.  Holman,  formerly  President  of  the 
San  Francisco  Local  of  the  I.  L.  A.  and 
the  man  who  had  been  designated  by 
President  Ryan  as  the  first  organizer 
for  the  I.  L.  A.  in  San  Francisco,  and 
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who  had  been  removed  from  office 
some  time  before  the  strike  began,181 
announced  that  a  conservative  group 
of  longshoremen,  numbering  approx- 
imately 750,  had  been  in  touch  with 
him  urging  him  to  organize  a  new  and 
independent  union,182  free  from  the 
radical  influences  that  were  dominat- 
ing the  I.  L.  A.  and  which  could  nego- 
tiate independently  for  an  agreement 
with  the  employers  on  behalf  of  the 
more  conservative  membership.  When 
the  Waterfront  Employers  were  asked 
as  to  whether  or  not  they  would  nego- 
tiate with  such  a  union  headed  by 
Holman  the  following  statement  was 
issued  by  that  organization: 

"Negotiations  are  still  under  way  between 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  and  the 
I.  L.  A.  and  no  outside  proposals  have  as 
yet  been  received  by  the  shipowners. 

"However,  it  is  pointed  out  that  the 
National  Industrial  Recovery  Act  guaran- 
tees to  labor  the  right  to  organize  and 
bargain  collectively  through  representatives 
of  their  own  choosing.  "183 

This  was  generally  interpreted  to 
mean  that  while  the  shippers  at  this 
time  were  willing  to  continue  their 
negotiations  and  were  hopeful  of  peace, 
they  would  be  prepared  to  negotiate 
with  the  new  union  if  it  could  show 
sufficient  strength  and  represented  a 
real  and  substantial  group  of  long- 
shoremen.184 

The  most  important  development 
of  the  next  few  days  concerned  itself 
with  proposals  relative  to  the  govern- 
ment control  or  supervision  of  the  con- 
troversial hiring  halls.  On  June  6th  the 
United  Press185  carried  a  dispatch  from 
Seattle  stating  that  the  Seattle  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce  had  received  a  tele- 
gram from  United  States  Senator  Dill 


(181)  See  page  12. 

(182)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  5,  1934. 

(183)  S.  F.  News,  June  5,  1934. 

(184)  Ibid. 

(185)  Ibid. 


of  Washington  saying  that  President 
Roosevelt  did  not  intend  to  intervene 
directly  in  the  Pacific  Coast  longshore- 
men's strike  situation  but  proposed  to 
leave  the  settlement  in  the  hands  of 
his  Mediation  Commission.  An  Asso- 
ciated Press  dispatch186  from  Wash- 
ington stated  that  a  plan  was  being 
worked  out  by  the  federal  officials 
under  which  a  Department  of  Labor 
representative  would  be  present  in  the 
hiring  hall  at  all  times  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Union  and  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers.  At  the  same 
time  it  was  stated  Secretary  of  Labor 
Perkins  had  expressed  a  hope  that  the 
longshoremen's  strike  would  be  settled 
in  a  few  days.187  Simultaneously  I.  L. 
A.  officials  in  Seattle  announced  their 
willingness  to  consider  federal  super- 
vision of  the  longshoremen's  hiring 
hall.188  This  plan,  however,  was  vetoed 
by  President  Ryan  who  asserted  "The 
I.  L.  A.  will  not  consider  piecemeal 
settlement  of  strikes  for  each  port." 
This  statement  from  Ryan  had  been 
elicited  by  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
growing  tendency  on  the  part  of  the 
unions  throughout  the  Northwest  indi- 
cating a  preference  for  a  port-agree- 
ment basis  rather  than  a  coastwise  set- 
tlement. As  a  further  step  in  this  di- 
rection Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor 
McGrady18?  wired  to  Ryan  who  was 
still  in  Seattle  suggesting  that  an  im- 
mediate poll  of  all  I.  L.  A.  men  be 
taken  in  all  ports  on  the  Coast  in  the 
hope  of  ending  the  strike  within  24 
hours.  The  purpose  of  the  poll  would 
be  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  long- 
shoremen would  accept  the  offer  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers  to  operate  the 
hiring  hall  under  federal  supervision. 
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While  Secretary  McGrady  in  Wash- 
ington was  announcing  that  he  believed 
that  the  proposal  for  government  con- 
trol of  hiring  halls  offered  a  solution 
for  the  waterfront  difficulties  Chairman 
Grady  of  the  President's  Mediation 
Board  was  announcing  the  details  of 
the  plan  in  San  Francisco.  As  outlined 
by  Dr.  Grady  the  plan  provided:190 

"that  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
of  the  Department  of  Labor  appoint  a  man 
in  each  hiring  hall  to  act  as  manager  or 
supervisor,  and  that  shipowners  and  long- 
shoremen each  appoint  a  committee,  equal 
in  numbers,  to  control  the  halls, 
"that  the  expense  of  running  the  halls  be 
borne  equally  by  the  union  and  shipowners, 
with  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
paying  only  the  salary  of  its  manager  in 
each  hall.  In  the  event  of  disputes  concern- 
ing operation  of  any  hiring  hall,  the  ques- 
tion to  be  referred  for  final  settlement  to 
the  duly  appointed  representative  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor." 

On  June  8th,  as  already  pointed 
out,191  the  agreement  between  the  I.  L. 
A.  and  the  Alaska  Steamship  Com- 
pany was  entered  into  in  Seattle  pro- 
viding for  the  restoration  of  ship  ser- 
vice to  the  Territory. 

During  the  midst  of  the  attempted 
negotiations  relative  to  the  federal  con- 
trol of  the  hiring  hall  the  Waterfront 
Employers  published  a  paid  advertise- 
ment192 in  all  the  metropolitan  papers 
around  San  Francisco  Bay  outlining, 
at  considerable  length,  the  position  it 
had  taken  up  to  this  time.  This  ad- 
vertisement discussed  the  terms  of  the 
proposed  settlement  of  May  28th  which 
had  been  rejected  by  the  union  and  in 
order,  according  to  the  advertisement, 
that  "every  one  may  understand  exactly 
what  was  offered  the  employers  here 
restate  their  proposal  and  amplify  and 
make  it  specific  with  respect  to  the 
provisions  regarding  the  hiring  hall." 

The  advertisement  outlined  both  the 
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object  and  the  function  of  the  hiring 
hall.  In  this  connection  it  was  stated 
that  the  objects  of  the  hiring  hall  were 
first  to  make  it  possible  for  employers 
readily  to  find  competent  longshore- 
men and  for  longshoremen  to  ascer- 
tain readily  where  employment  was 
available ;  second,  to  make  possible  the 
spreading  of  work  because  of  the  over- 
supply  of  longshoremen,  and  third,  in 
order  to  prevent  discrimination  against 
a  man  because  of  his  affiliation  or  non- 
affiliation  with  any  organization  or  be- 
cause of  his  activity  in  connection  with 
the  strike.  The  functions  of  the  hiring 
hall  were  stated  to  be  first,  the  cen- 
tral registration  of  longshoremen  under 
conditions  and  qualifications  to  be  de- 
termined jointly  by  committees  of  em- 
ployers and  employees,  second,  to  con- 
solidate in  one  place  all  employment 
records  and  similar  material  together 
with  a  record  of  the  number  of  hours 
worked  by  men  in  order  to  place  a  defi- 
nite limitation  thereon,  and  third,  to 
supply  a  central  medium  through  which 
orders  for  men  would  be  placed. 

Meanwhile  the  patient  tolerance  of 
the  business  community  of  San  Fran- 
cisco had  about  reached  the  breaking 
point.  While  the  losses  which  the  com- 
munity had  suffered  were  not  as  great 
as  it  subsequently  developed  had  been 
incurred  by  the  Northwest,  neverthe- 
less the  effect  of  the  strike  was  being 
seriously  felt.  It  became  more  and 
more  apparent  that  but  little  could  be 
hoped  for  from  direct  intervention 
either  through  the  Federal  Government 
or  otherwise  unless  some  miracle 
should  occur  which  was  not  then  ap- 
parent. There  began,  therefore,  a  series 
of  meetings  among  important  business 
interests  in  the  community  designed  to 
devise  ways  and  means  for  reestablish- 
ing normal  commercial  life  to  the  Bay 

(192)  See  Exhibit  "W". 
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area.  This  movement  gained  increas- 
ing headway  during  the  course  of  the 
next  few  weeks  and  was  responsible 
largely  for  subsequent  developments 
which  will  be  outlined  below.  It  was 
at  this  time  that  the  phrase  "Opening 
the  Port"  first  came  into  prominence. 
The  first  of  the  meetings  of  business 
groups  to  consider  this  problem  took 
place  on  May  215^92-*  in  Room  237  of 
the  Merchants  Exchange  Building. 
About  60  representative  San  Francisco 
business  men  were  in  attendance.  The 
meeting  convened  in  response  to  a  tel- 
egram dispatched  on  the  previous  day 
jointly  signed  by  the  President  of  the 
San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
and  President  of  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation of  San  Francisco.  There  had  been 
one  smaller,  preliminary  meeting  of 
business  men  to  consider  the  water- 
front strike  on  May  13th.  This  meet- 
ing was  attended  by  approximately  30 
persons,  w  At  this  meeting  of  May 
21st  it  was  decided  to  appoint  a  special 
committee  of  seven  in  order  to  handle 
strike  problems  and  act  on  behalf  of 
the  business  community  as  an  agency 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  strike 
policies.  This  committee  met  with  the 
representatives  of  the  shipping  inter- 
ests in  the  various  Pacific  Coast  ports 
and  then  called  upon  Labor  Board 
Chairman  Henry  Francis  Grady  and 
later  conferred  on  the  same  date,  May 
23rd,  with  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor 
McGrady.  The  meeting  held  in  the 
Merchants  Exchange  Building  on  May 
21st  was  addressed  at  length  by  Roger 
Lapham,  the  President  of  the  Amer- 
ican-Hawaiian Steamship  Company,  at 
which  time  the  historical  development 
of  the  controversy  was  outlined. 
Up  to  this  time  the  negotiations  and 


conferences  relative  to  the  longshore- 
men's strike  had  largely  been  carried 
on  between  the  representatives  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  and  the 
representatives  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  through 
the  medium  of  the  President's  Media- 
tion Board,  Assistant  Secretary  of  La- 
bor McGrady  and  others.  However, 
about  the  middle  of  May  it  had  be- 
come evident  that  the  questions  in- 
volved in  the  waterfrant  controversy 
were  no  longer  a  matter  purely  for  the 
consideration  of  shipping  companies 
and  stevedoring  companies,  but  had 
become  a  community  problem.  It  was 
for  this  reason  that  the  Industrial  As- 
sociation, which  had  been  organized  in 
1921  for  the  purpose  of  handling  prob- 
lems of  industrial  relations  affecting 
the  community  as  a  whole,  was  brought 
into  the  picture  and  from  that  time  on, 
until  the  conclusion  of  the  strike,  it 
played  a  more  and  more  prominent 
part  in  connection  with  all  activities 
relating  to  the  controversy. 

A  second  meeting  of  representative 
business  men  was  called  by  the  Indus- 
trial Association  for  June  1st  and  was 
held  in  the  Assembly  Room  at  660 
Market  Street.  Between  40  and  50 
men  were  present  at  this  meeting  and 
again  the  waterfront  situation  was  con- 
sidered and  possible  means  of  meeting 
the  problems  raised  by  it  were  dis- 
cussed. No  final  decision,  however,  was 
reached.  The  most  important  of  these 
meetings,  however,  occurred  June  5th 
at  the  same  place,  with  approximately 
100  representative  persons  in  the  com- 
munity present.  It  was  at  this  time  that 
decision  was  reached  by  this  business 
group  to  place  the  full  responsibility 
for  the  conduct  of  the  waterfront  strike 
in  the  hands  of  the  Industrial  Associa- 


(192-a)   From  records  in  files  of  Industrial  Association  of  San  Francisco. 
(193)  Industrial  Association  file. 
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tion  in  cooperation  with  the  ship- 
owners. This  decision  was  not  made 
public  at  this  time  as  the  plans  which 
were  later  developed  had  not  yet  ma- 
tured and  the  procedure  for  announc- 
ing those  plans  had  not  been  decided 
upon.1?* 

Steps  taken  by  the  Teamsters'  Union 
at  about  this  time  changed  the  whole 
course  of  the  strike  and  led  directly 
to  the  general  strike  of  July.  While  the 
Teamsters'  Union  had  decided  at  its 
meeting  held  on  May  13th^5  that  it 
would  boycott  the  waterfront,  the  of- 
ficers of  the  Union  and  most  of  the 
rank  and  file  were  making  every  effort 
to  prevent  the  teamsters  from  being 
involved  in  sympathetic  action  which 
could  be  construed  as  a  violation  of 
their  agreement  with  the  Draymen's 
Association  of  San  Francisco.196  Dur- 
ing the  first  few  days  after  the  adoption 
of  the  resolutions  there  was  a  decided 
slowing  down  of  trucking  activities, 
and  the  members  of  the  Union  more 
or  less  adhered  to  the  sense  of  the 
May  13th  resolution  not  to  haul  ma- 
terials to  and  from  the  waterfront.  The 
implication  contained  in  the  resolution 
that  the  teamsters  would  'support  the 
longshoremen  vigorously  by  refusing 
to  haul  freight  which  had  been  handled 
by  non-union  stevedores  was,  however, 
not  actually  carried  out  in  practice. 
Within  a  few  days  after  the  teamsters' 
decision,  the  number  of  cars  which 
were  moved  over  the  Belt  Line  Rail- 
road for  the  purpose  of  handling 
waterfront  freight  increased  very  sub- 
stantially. This  freight  was  then  trans- 
ported to  team  tracks  or  to  industrial 
sidings.  From  these  tracks  where  the 
cars  were  spotted  union  teamsters 
hauled  the  goods  without  regard  to 


their  source  to  their  final  destina- 
tion. 197  This  practice  continued  with 
steadily  increasing  movements  of 
freight  for  the  entire  period  from  May 
13th  to  June  7th.  It  was  stated  pri- 
vately by  union  officials  of  the 
teamsters'  organization  that  the  men 
were  winking  at  the  arrangement  with 
the  longshoremen,  that  as  a  matter  of 
fact  they  were  out  of  sympathy  with 
the  longshoremen's  strike  and  that  they 
did  not  want  to  have  their  agreement 
with  the  Draymen's  Association  in- 
volved in  any  manner  in  the  water- 
front disturbance.1?8 

Because  of  the  effectiveness  of  this 
hauling  on  the  part  of  the  teamsters, 
and  the  fact  that  it  represented  a  seri- 
ous breach  in  the  blockade  which  the 
longshoremen  were  attempting  to  es- 
tablish along  the  San  Francisco  water- 
front, means  were  devised  by  the  long- 
shoremen for  tracing  cars  handled  over 
the  Belt  Line  Railroad  from  the  time 
they  left  the  pier  to  the  point  of  final 
destination.  This  procedure  was  work- 
ed out  to  such  a  point  that  not  only 
were  local  cars  so  traced  but  in  addi- 
tion cars  which  were  loaded  in  Los 
Angeles  for  trans-shipment  to  San 
Francisco  by  rail  were  noted  by  strike 
pickets  in  the  southern  port  and  in- 
formation relative  to  the  cars  with  the 
numbers,  and  the  nature  of  freight  con- 
tained in  them  were  transmitted  daily 
to  strike  headquarters  in  San  Fran- 
cisco.1" Pickets  were  then  assigned 
from  the  San  Francisco  Headquarters 
to  locate  and  stay  with  these  cars  until 
unloading  operations  commenced  and 
to  attempt  at  all  times  to  dissuade 
teamsters  from  continuing  to  handle 
this  freight. 

The  situation,  so  far  as  the  relation- 


(194)  Ibid.  (195)   See  page  16 

(196)  From  statements  to  writer  by  Teamsters'  Union  officials. 

(197)  Statements  of  officials  of  Teamsters'  Union  to  writer. 

(198)  Statements  by  Teamsters'  officials  to  writer. 

(199)  Statements  by  newspapermen  and  other  visitors  to  I.  L.  A.  headquarters  made  to  writer. 
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ship  between  the  Teamsters  and  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  became 
more  and  more  tense.  The  more  radi- 
cal members  of  the  Teamsters'  Union 
protested  vigorously  to  the  officials 
against  the  continued  practice  of  haul- 
ing this  so-called  "hot"  freight  with 
the  result  that  at  the  meeting  of  the 
Union  held  on  June  7th — a  meeting 
largely  packed  by  the  more  radical 
members  of  the  Teamsters'  organiza- 
tion— the  union  officials  and  the  more 
conservative  members  who  were  pre- 
sent at  the  meeting,  were  unable  longer 
to  control  the  action  of  the  Union,  and 
a  resolution  was  passed  which  definitely 
put  a  stop  to  further  handling  of 
freight  from  cars  which  had  been 
loaded  by  non-union  stevedores. 

This  action  of  the  Union  was  dis- 
cussed at  some  length  with  officials  of 
the  Teamsters  on  the  day  following  the 
meeting,  June  8th.  The  writer,  as  re- 
presentative of  the  Industrial  Associa- 
tion, went  to  the  Teamsters'  headquar- 
ters for  the  purpose  of  hearing  directly 
from  the  officials  what  action  had  been 
taken.  At  this  time  it  was  indicated  to 
the  officials  that  sooner  or  later  their 
refusal  to  handle  this  freight  would 
precipitate  a  crisis  and  necessitate  the 
hauling  of  freight  by  other  means  un- 
less a  settlement  of  the  longshore  dif- 
ficulty could  be  effected. 

The  result  of  the  vote  of  the  Team- 
sters' Union  added  materially  to  the 
strangulation  which  was  gradually  par- 
alyzing waterfront  activities  in  San 
Francisco.  It  definitely  limited  the 
movements  of  freight,  and  not  only 


seriously  crippled  local  deliveries  but, 
in  addition,  added  materially  to  the  al- 
ready critical  congestion  which  had  de- 
veloped on  the  San  Francisco  docks. 
This  action  by  the  teamsters  definitely 
marked  the  end  of  the  first  phase  of 
the  longshore  and  maritime  strikes 
here.  As  already  pointed  out,  the  busi- 
ness community  of  San  Francisco  had 
been  largely  tolerant  of  the  strike 
troubles.  Approximately  a  month  had 
elapsed  since  the  strike  had  been  called 
and  every  effort  had  been  made  to  at- 
tempt to  effect  a  satisfactory  settlement 
through  negotiation  and  mediation  by 
federal  authorities.  Gradually,  however, 
there  began  to  creep  over  the  commun- 
ity an  increasing  sense  of  hostility  to- 
ward the  strikers  and  their  supporters. 
Along  with  this  there  also  developed 
a  rising  feeling  that  the  strike  situation 
was  in  the  hands  of  radical  groups  and 
that  even  in  the  more  conservative 
unions  the  traditional  "boring-from- 
within"  tactics  of  the  Communists  had 
been  successful  in  creating  sentiment 
in  favor  of  the  longshoremen.  More 
and  more  talk  was  heard  of  the  possi- 
bility of  a  general  strike.  Union  lead- 
ers privately  admitted  that  while  in  the 
past  they  had  been  able  to  direct  the 
destinies  of  their  organizations  they 
were  now  unable  even  to  lead  them. 
The  strong  influence  of  radical  and 
Communist  minorities  was  freely  ad- 
mitted by  them.200  The  strike  was  on 
the  way  to  develop  proportions  which 
were  to  make  of  it  a  matter  of  national 
and  even  international  interest. 


(200)  Statements  by  union  officials  to  writer. 
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THE  WATERFRONT  difficulties  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  subsequent 
general  strike  can  for  all  practical 
purposes  be  divided  into  a  series  of 
phases.  The  chapters  of  this  history 
have,  as  far  as  possible,  followed  these 
natural  divisions  in  the  strike  itself.  The 
first  of  these  phases  comprises  the  period 
extending  from  the  organization  of  a 
local  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  in  San  Francisco  up 
to  the  date  of  calling  the  strike.  The 
second  phase  runs  from  May  9th,  the 
day  the  strike  was  called,  until  June 
7th,  the  date  that  the  teamsters  stopped 
handling  all  waterfront  freight.  The 
third  phase  comprises  the  period  from 
June  8th  to  July  2nd,  the  period  dur- 
ing which  the  business  interests  of  the 
community  were  organizing  to  meet 
the  paralysis  caused  by  the  waterfront 
strike,  and  including  the  period  when 
the  agreement  of  June  16th,  to  be  out- 
lined below,  was  consummated.  The 
fourth  phase  occupies  scarcely  a  week 
of  time,  embracing  as  it  does,  the 
period  from  the  first  hauling  of  water- 
front freight  by  an  Industrial  Associa- 
tion's subsidiary,  The  Atlas  Trucking 
Company,  up  to  July  9th,  the  date  on 
which  the  general  teamsters'  strike  was 
called.  The  fifth  phase  comprises  the 
period  from  July  5th  to  July  15th,  the 
latter  being  the  time  when  the  unions, 
represented  in  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council,  determined  to  call  a  general 
strike.  The  sixth  phase  comprises  the 
actual  week  of  the  general  strike  com- 
mencing on  Monday,  July  16th,  and 
ending  on  Saturday,  July  21st,  the  date 
that  the  teamsters  returned  to  work 
and  commenced  to  haul  freight  directly 

(1)   Los  Angeles  Times,  June  1,  1934. 


from  the  waterfront.  The  seventh  and 
last  phase  comprises  the  period  from 
July  22nd  until  the  close  of  the  strike 
together  with  some  of  the  subsequent 
activities  of  the  National  Longshore- 
men's Board  relative  thereto. 

While  these  were  the  periods  into 
which  the  strike  activity  naturally  falls, 
they  overlap  to  some  extent.  A  com- 
pletely clear  chronological  picture  can- 
not be  painted  of  a  situation  so  com- 
plex and  with  the  wide  ramifications  of 
this  industrial  disturbance.  Effort  has 
been  made,  however,  to  group  these 
chapters  as  closely  as  possible  around 
the  dates  indicated. 

The  early  part  of  June  saw  the 
municipal  authorities  of  San  Francisco 
beginning  to  take  an  active  interest  in 
the  strike  situation.  Commencing  early 
in  the  month  a  series  of  conferences 
was  held  in  Mayor  Angelo  Rossi's  of- 
fice which  were  participated  in  by  re- 
presentatives of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union,  the  I.  L.  A.  and  the 
more  important  figures  in  the  local 
labor  world.  The  first  of  these  meet- 
ings took  place  on  June  1st1  and  ac- 
cording to  press  reports  nothing  of  im- 
portance was  accomplished.  Later, 
however,  Mayor  Rossi  became  def- 
initely involved  in  the  strike  picture 
and  municipal  authorities  occupied  an 
increasingly  important  place  in  connec- 
tion with  the  several  negotiations.  At 
the  same  time,  as  already  indicated,2 
acting  Governor  Merriam  was  taking 
a  direct  interest  in  the  waterfront 
troubles  but  here  also  little  was  accom- 
plished by  the  Chief  Executive  of  the 
State  during  the  early  days  of  the  third 
phase  of  the  strike. 

(2)   See  page  40. 


48 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


During  the  first  week  in  June  the 
San  Francisco  local  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  through 
its  Secretary,  Ivan  F.  Cox,  issued  a 
statement3  covering  the  point  of  view 
and  attitude  of  the  Union  which  is  of 
some  interest.  While  the  statement 
does  not  contain  any  material  which 
had  not  already  been  presented  in  one 
form  or  another,  it  was  noticed  exten- 
sively in  the  labor  press  and  since  it 
was  apparently  designed  for  general 
labor  consumption,  it  is  of  importance 
as  one  of  the  factors  which  tended  to 
increase  the  support  which  the  long- 
shoremen were  receiving  from  the  local 
labor  movement  and  which  they  con- 
tinued to  receive  in  increasing  measure 
for  some  weeks  thereafter.  The  state- 
ment of  Cox  is  also  of  interest  because 
of  its  discussion  of  the  hiring  hall 
question.  In  this  connection  Cox  said: 

"A  hiring  hall  should  be  established 
and  a  system  introduced  so  that  these  men 
could  learn  the  day  before  whether  they 
could  work — and  where.  The  employers 
wish  to  establish  a  hiring  hall  controlled  by 
them.  No  labor  union  would  accept  such  a 
proposition,  which  would  mean  the  putting 
into  practice  of  a  blacklisting  system  of 
discrimination." 

The  statement  closed  with  a  charge 
that  the  cost  of  the  strike  to  the  em- 
ployers for  a  month  was  less  than  the 
amount  represented  by  the  increase  in 
wages  which  the  longshoremen  were 
asking  spread  over  an  entire  year. 

Lee  J.  Holman,  who,  as  already  in- 
dicated, was  attempting  to  organize  an 
independent  group  of  conservative 
longshoremen,  came  in  for  considerable 
public  attention  on  June  8th4  when  a 
machine  in  which  he  was  riding  was 
attacked  by  a  gang  of  men  and  Hol- 
man, according  to  his  statement,  fired 
a  shot  from  a  revolver  through  the 


(3)  Labor  Clarion,  June  8,  1934. 

(4)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  8,  1934. 


rear  of  his  automobile  in  an  effort  to 
to  frighten  this  group  away.  Hol- 
man was  arrested  and  charged  with 
carrying  a  gun  without  a  permit  and 
discharging  a  firearm  within  the  city 
limits.  These  charges  were  not  pressed. 

Increasing  difficulties  in  connection 
with  steamship  operations  in  San  Fran- 
cisco took  place  on  June  8th  when  the 
Marine  Engineers  Beneficial  Associa- 
tion through  its  Secretary,  Ralph  Mer- 
riweather,  announced5  that  while  there 
was  no  disagreement  between  it  and 
the  various  tug  boat  companies  operat- 
ing on  the  bay,  all  engineers  employed 
on  tug  boats  had  walked  out  because 
of  refusal  to  handle  the  supply  ships 
worked  by  non-union  crews.  Accord- 
ing to  Mr.  Merri weather  all  ships  em- 
ploying non-union  officers  or  crews  and 
having  to  dock  here  would  be  required 
to  do  so  without  the  aid  of  any  tug 
boat  service.  The  sympathetic  action 
of  the  Engineers  in  relation  to  the  tug 
boat  service  remained  in  effect  during 
the  balance  of  the  strike  and  tug  boat 
service  was  denied,  as  a  consequence, 
to  all  ships  operating  at  this  port. 

Holman  again  assumed  prominence 
in  another  connection  when  on  June 
8th  he  stated6  that  the  new  proposal  of 
the  government  relative  to  supervision 
of  the  hiring  halls  would  be  satisfactory 
to  the  group  which  he  represented.  The 
news  relative  to  Holman 's  activities 
reached  the  Northwest  while  Mr.  Ryan 
was  still  negotiating  with  employers 
there  relative  to  the  Alaska  settlement, 
and  as  a  reply  to  Holman' s  reported 
activities  Mr.  Ryan  is  reported  to  have 
said: 

"San  Francisco  men  are  negotiating  with 
Lee  Holman  about  another  proposal  while 
we  are  trying  to  put  over  the  government's 
proposal  here.  I  am  in  the  Northwest 

(5)  S.  F.  News,  June  8,  1934. 

(6)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  8,  1934. 
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awaiting  a  chance  to  submit  the  govern- 
ment's proposal  for  a  'triple  partnership' 
hiring  hall  to  the  men  and  meanwhile  San 
Francisco  waterfront  operators  are  telling 
them  not  to  consider  the  government's  plan. 
They  are  confusing  the  situation."7 

At  the  same  time  Ryan  wired  to  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  protest- 
ing against  the  reported  conferences 
with  Holman.  In  answer  T.  G.  Plant, 
President  of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union,  wired8  Mr.  Ryan  and  advised 
him  that  no  contact  whatever  had  been 
established  with  Holman  and  that  no 
contact  would  be  established  so  long  as 
negotiations  were  continuing  between 
his  organization  and  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  through 
the  medium  of  a  government  agent. 

While  the  Dollar  Liner  President 
Lincoln  was  at  sea  on  June  7th  a  fire 
occurred  in  one  of  its  holds.  Lewis,  as 
District  President  of  the  I.L.A.,  im- 
mediately telegraphed  Senators  Hiram 
Johnson  of  California  and  Hugo  Black 
of  Alabama,  and  charged*  that  the  fire 
had  been  caused  by  "Improper  storage 
of  cotton  cargo  handled  by  strike- 
breakers undoubtedly  inexperienced". 
In  answer  to  this  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  stated: 

"The  charge  of  the  I.  L.  A.  publicity 
committee  is  absurd  on  the  face  of  it.  The 
placement  of  cargo  in  the  holds  of  ships 
is  not  directed  by  longshoremen  in  any 
way  whatsoever,  but  under  constant  direc- 
tion of  permanent  salaried  men  whose  busi- 
ness is  exclusively  the  placing  of  cargoes  in 
holds."1*) 

At  about  this  time  charges  were 
made  that  the  various  relief  agencies 
operating  in  the  city  under  the  aus- 
pices of  the  Citizens'  Emergency  Relief 
Committee  were  supplying  strikebreak- 
ers to  handle  cargoes  and  man  vessels 

(7)  Ibid. 

(8)  Statement  to  writer  by  Mr.  Plant. 

(9)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  8.  1934. 

(10)  Ibid. 


on  the  San  Francisco  waterfront.11 
The  Board  of  Supervisors,  through  its 
Public  Welfare  Committee,  adopted  a 
resolution  directed  to  the  Citizens'  Em- 
ergency Relief  Committee  requesting 
information  as  to  this  situation.  In  re- 
sponse the  Relief  Committee,  through 
its  chairman,  Judge  Max  C.  Sloss,  ad- 
vised the  Board  of  Supervisors  that  the 
Committee  had  adopted  a  resolution 
instructing  all  authorities  and  officials 
of  the  Relief  Administration  not  to 
give  advice  to  relief  clients  that  they 
take  employment  where  strike  condi- 
tions prevailed  and  further  instructing 
the  Director  of  Relief  not  to  permit 
solicitation  of  persons  housed  or  fed  in 
relief  agencies  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing them  accept  employment  where 
strike  conditions  existed.12 

Recruiting  of  stevedores  to  work 
under  strike  conditions  was  continued 
from  the  opening  of  the  strike,  or  a 
few  days  thereafter,  until  June  llth 
when  the  demands  of  the  Waterfront 
Employers  for  additional  workers  were 
satisfied.  On  that  date  an  advertise- 
ment13 was  run  in  the  San  Francisco 
paper  in  which  it  was  stated  that  the 
needs  of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  for  stevedores  had  been  filled 
and  that  the  invitation  to  men  to  re- 
port for  employment  was  withdrawn. 
At  this  time  it  was  reported14  that  a 
check  of  the  waterfront  indicated  that 
1700  workers  were  engaged  in  the 
loading  of  cargo  at  the  port. 

At  this  point  it  might  well  be 
pointed  out  that  the  problem  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of  San 
Francisco  and  of  the  ship  operators  in 
this  community  was  never  one  of 
whether  ships,  after  landing  here,  could 
be  properly  serviced  from  the  stand- 

(11)  Labor  Clarion,  June  8,  1934. 

(12)  Ibid. 

(13)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  11,  1934. 

(14)  S.  F.  News,  June  11,  1934. 
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point  of  the  loading  and  unloading  of 
water-borne  freight.  It  is  stated  on 
competent  authority15  that  within  two 
days  after  the  time  that  the  strike  was 
called  enough  men  had  presented 
themselves  for  work  at  the  current 
rates  of  wages  to  handle  all  of  the 
cargo  offered.  From  that  time  until 
the  close  of  the  strike  the  problem 
was  not  that  of  loading  and  unloading 
ships  but  rather  the  problem  of  get- 
ting freight  to  and  from  the  docks. 
The  action  of  the  Teamsters'  Union 
in  May  and  the  definite  boycotting  of 
the  waterfront  and  final  refusal  by  that 
organization  in  June  to  handle  water- 
front freight  were  the  critical  factors16 
in  the  entire  San  Francisco  strike 
situation. 

Had  it  not  been  for  this  stand  of 
the  Teamsters'  Union  the  strike  of 
longshoremen  would  undoubtedly  have 
collapsed  within  a  week  or  ten  days  at 
the  most.17  As  indicative  of  the  extent 
of  cargo  movement  it  is  of  interest  to 
note  that  during  the  month  of  May, 
comprising  23  days  of  strike  conditions 
and  eight  days  without  a  strike  that  296,- 
898  tons  of  cargo  were  unloaded  and 
loaded.18  It  was  also  stated  on  the  same 
authority  that  total  freight  handled  in 
June  greatly  exceeded  these  figures. 
Movements  of  cars  over  the  Belt  Line 
Railroad  are  also  of  importance  in  con- 
nection with  freight  movement  as  they 
indicate  the  enormously  increased  use 
to  which  this  facility  was  put,  of  neces- 
sity, because  of  the  refusal  of  the  team- 
sters to  haul  waterfront  freight.  During 
normal  months  the  Belt  Line  Railroad 
handled  approximately  3,500  cars  per 
month.  In  May,  7,212  cars  were 


handled  of  which  total  67%  was 
handled  within  the  last  15  days  of  the 
month.  In  June,  10,380  cars  moved 
across  the  Belt  Line.1? 

As  already  pointed  out,  the  com- 
plete closing  down  of  the  ports  of 
Portland  and  Seattle  as  the  result  of 
the  strike,  caused  large  volumes  of 
freight  which  would  ordinarily  have 
been  carried  to  these  ports  by  water 
to  be  diverted  at  San  Francisco  where 
they  were  loaded  on  cars  and  trans- 
ported by  rail  to  the  Northwest.  This 
problem,  as  indicated,20  materially  in- 
creased the  congestion  on  the  San 
Francisco  docks  and  also  increased  the 
difficulty  of  handling  cargoes  destined 
for  San  Francisco  and  its  back  country. 
Finally  the  refusal  of  the  teamsters  to 
haul  to  the  docks  had  another  im- 
portant effect  on  the  movement  of  cer- 
tain shipping  to  and  from  San  Fran- 
cisco. Ships  bound  for  the  Orient  and 
for  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  which  nor- 
mally made  San  Francisco  a  port  of 
call  and  which  received  the  most  of 
their  ship  supplies  in  San  Francisco, 
were  unable  to  receive  these  supplies 
here,21  while  the  comparatively  more 
open  port  conditions  in  Los  Angeles 
permitted  them  to  load  these  supplies 
in  the  southern  harbor.  Consequently 
these  ships  stopped  making  San  Fran- 
cisco a  port  of  call  and  all  passengers 
for  the  Orient  and  the  Islands  ceased 
calling  at  San  Francisco  entirely.22 

On  June  llth  the  San  Francisco 
Local  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  made  a  new  appeal 
for  a  general  strike  in  support  of  the 
waterfront  crafts,  when  letters  were 
sent  to  all  San  Francisco  unions  urging 


(15)  The  Pacific  Coast  Longshoremen's  Strike  of  1934.   Statement  of  Thomas  G.   Plant,   President 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of  San  Francisco,  to  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board, 
July  11,  1934.  Published  by  Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  £  23. 

(16)  Ibid.  p.  24.  (17)   Statement  of  T.  G.  Plant  and  others  to  writer. 

(18)  The  Pacific  Coast  Longshoremen's  Strike,  etc.,  p.  24. 

(19)  Ibid.  (20)   See  page  20. 

(21)  The  Pacific  Coast  Longshoremen's  Strike,  etc.,  p.  24. 

(22)  Ibid.  p.  24. 
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them  to  go  out  in  sympathetic  action 
in  support  of  the  longshoremen.2 3  In 
this  communication  the  committee  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  cited 
the  "solidarity  shown  by  Toledo  labor" 
during  the  strike  there  as  a  strong  argu- 
ment in  behalf  of  similar  action  to  be 
taken  by  the  San  Francisco  unions.  At 
the  same  time  Wm.  J.  Lewis,  District 
President  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  made  a  pre- 
diction24 that  all  intercoastal  shipping 
interests  would  be  forced  to  tie  up  their 
ships  in  New  York  within  the  near 
future  as  members  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Association  in  the  East  would 
not  continue  to  handle  cargo  loaded 
in  Pacific  Coast  ports  by  non-union 
men. 

With  the  strike  one  month  old  the 
cost  to  the  several  communities  in- 
volved began  to  mount  with  alarming 
rapidity.  Conservative  estimates  made 
in  San  Francisco  indicated  that  the 
direct  and  indirect  costs  for  the  first 
month  of  the  strike  were  in  excess  of 
$2,750,000,25  while  the  costs  to  the 
northwestern  communities  were  prob- 
ably considerably  in  excess  of  this 
amount.  Operations  on  the  San  Fran- 
cisco-Oakland Bay  Bridge  were  interfer- 
ed with  as  the  result  of  the  refusal  of  the 
longshoremen  to  permit  the  removal  of 
steel  from  vessels  destined  for  incor- 
poration in  the  bridge  construction.26 
Efforts  of  the  State  Department  of  In- 
dustrial Relations — the  Bridge  con- 
struction is  under  the  supervision  of  a 
state  agency — were  unavailing  for  a 
considerable  time  in  securing27  any 
modification  in  the  Strike  Committee's 
refusal  to  permit  this  material  to  be  un- 
loaded. The  most  important  local  in- 
dustry adversely  affected  by  the  strike 

(23)  S.  F.  News,  June  11,  1934. 

(24)  Ibid. 

(25)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  9,  1934. 

(26)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  11,  1934. 

(27)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  12.  1934. 


was  the  California-Hawaiian  Sugar 
Company's  plant  at  Crockett,  Califor- 
nia. Inability  to  load  finished  products 
and  also  difficulties  in  connection  with 
the  unloading  of  raw  sugar  caused  the 
plant  to  shut  down  on  June  llth.28 
Similar  action  was  taken  by  the  plant 
of  the  Western  Sugar  Refining  Com- 
pany in  San  Francisco.  As  a  result,  ap- 
proximately 1,500  men  were  thrown 
out  at  the  California-Hawaiian  plant 
and  about  900  men  were  laid  off  at  the 
Western  Sugar  Refining  Plant.2*  Re- 
ports from  the  Northwest  indicated 
that  an  increasing  number  of  lumber 
mills,  planing  mills,  flour  mills  and 
other  industrial  establishments  were 
being  required  to  close  down  because 
of  their  inability  to  obtain  either  raw 
materials  or  to  ship  finished  products. 
In  this  connection  it  was  stated30  by 
Alfred  H.  Lundin,  President  of  the 
Seattle  Chamber  of  Commerce,  that 
many  industries  which  had  been  able 
to  run  throughout  the  depression  with- 
out any  reduction  in  pay  roll  had  been 
forced  to  close  down  entirely  because 
of  the  longshoremen's  strike. 

On  June  1 1th  Mayor  Charles  Smith, 
of  Seattle,  who  took  office  about  June 
1st,  discussed  the  strike  situation  by 
telephone  with  Mayor  Rossi  of  San 
Francisco.31  In  the  course  of  this  con- 
versation he  suggested  that  the  mayors 
of  the  principle  Pacific  Coast  cities 
should  get  together  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  common  action.  In  response 
to  this  Mayor  Rossi  advised  him  that 
the  strike  in  San  Francisco  did  not  seem 
to  have  developed  to  a  point  where  a 
conference  of  this  character  would  be 
productive  of  results.32 

At  the  same  time  Mayor  Smith  in- 

(28)   S.  F.  Examiner,  June  11,  1934. 
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S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  9,  1934. 

Personal  statement  by  Mr.  Lundin  to  writer. 

S.  F.  News,  June  11,  1934. 
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dicated  that,  if  possible,  he  would  at- 
tempt to  resume  longshoring  and  truck- 
ing in  Seattle  through  the  employment 
of  non-union  men  operating  under  the 
protection  of  armed  guards.33  When 
advised  of  this  proposed  action  by 
Mayor  Smith,  Mr.  Ryan,  who  was  still 
in  Seattle,  said:  "If  the  employers  use 
strikebreakers  protected  by  armed 
guards  and  some  of  our  men  get  shot 
down  and  clubbed,  I'll  order  a  strike 
of  longshoremen  on  the  eastern  sea- 
board."34 At  the  same  time  Ryan  in- 
dicated that  he  expected  shortly  to  re- 
turn to  San  Francisco  to  discuss  pos- 
sible developments  there. 

On  June  llth  a  meeting  was  held  of 
the  Seattle  Teamsters'  Union  to  con- 
sider ratification  of  the  agreement  en- 
tered into  there  relative  to  Alaska  ship- 
ping. In  connection  with  this  agree- 
ment a  statement  was  issued  by  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  in  which 
it  was  said: 

"The  arrangement  has  no  significance  so 
far  as  other  Pacific  Coast  ports  are  con- 
cerned, and  in  no  case  will  the  operations 
be  extended  beyond  the  Alaska  fishing  sea- 
son. It  is  merely  a  truce  entered  into  by 
steamship  operators  at  the  repeated  and 
urgent  request  of  the  Governor  of  Alaska 
to  provide  necessities."35 

In  the  meantime  the  several  meet- 
ings which  had  taken  place  with  repre- 
sentative San  Francisco  business  men 
in  attendance,  at  which  the  strike  situa- 
tion was  discussed  began  to  become  a 
matter  of  more  or  less  common  public 
knowledge.36  The  fact  that  these  meet- 
ings were  being  held  was  noticed  in 
the  press  on  several  occasions  and  the 
general  tenor  of  the  meetings  was  dis- 
cussed. It  was  indicated  in  these  re- 
ports that  the  principal  obstacle  to  any 


(33)  Ibid. 

(34)  Ibid. 

(35)  Los  Angeles  Times,  June  10,  1934. 

(36)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  11,  1934. 

(37)  Ibid. 


operations  designed  to  restore  some 
semblance  of  normal  conditions  on  the 
waterfront  was  the  attitude  of  the 
Teamsters'  Union  and  that  some  plan 
would  have  to  be  devised  for  the  actual 
movement  of  merchandise  to  and  from 
the  docks.  In  this  connection  one  paper 
stated:  "It  was  considered  likely  an 
attempt  would  be  made  to  move  the 
merchandise  with  non-union  teamsters 
and  truck  drivers."37 

In  order  to  discuss  the  strike  situa- 
tion with  representatives  of  the  Fed- 
eral Government  in  Washington,  Re- 
gional Labor  Board  Chairman  Henry 
Francis  Grady,  left  San  Francisco  for 
Washington  by  plane  on  July  10th38 
and  arrived  there  on  the  following  day. 
It  was  stated  that  while  there  Dean 
Grady  would  confer  with  Secretary  of 
Labor  Perkins,  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor  McGrady,  and  Senator  Wagner, 
Chairman  of  the  National  Labor  Board.39 
Before  leaving  Dean  Grady  stated  that 
the  question  of  the  hiring  halls  was 
the  principal  point  at  issue40  and  that 
while  the  employers  had  accepted  the 
proposal  for  government  control  of  the 
hiring  halls  the  Union  was  standing 
adamant  for  complete  Union  operation 
and  control.  Admitting  that  the  situa- 
tion was  practically  hopeless,  however, 
Dean  Grady  said:  "I  see  little  hope  of 
settlement  without  some  form  of  active 
government  participation." 

Direct  intervention  of  the  municipal 
authorities  commenced  on  June  12th 
when  Mayor  Angelo  J.  Rossi  of  San 
Francisco  began  a  series  of  important 
conferences  in  his  office  looking  toward 
the  settlement  of  the  longshoremen's 
strike.41  It  was  stated  in  the  press  that 
one  of  the  important  matters  discussed 


(38)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  11,  1934. 

(39)  Ibid. 

(40)  S.  F.  News,  June  11,  1934. 

(41)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  12,  1934. 
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at  a  meeting  which  the  Mayor  held 
with  San  Francisco  labor  leaders  re- 
lated to  the  government  control  of 
hiring  halls.42  After  conferring  with 
Michael  Casey  of  the  Teamsters'  Union 
the  mayor  announced  that  Casey  had 
communicated  by  telephone  with  Ryan 
in  Seattle  and  that  Ryan  had  agreed 
to  return  to  San  Francisco  for  further 
discussions  here.43  Ryan  in  the  mean- 
time had  been  attempting  to  secure  ac- 
ceptance by  shipowners  and  longshor- 
ing  companies  of  the  plan  used  for  the 
Alaska  settlement  as  a  means  of  work- 
ing out  port  agreements  in  the  several 
Pacific  Coast  communities.44  Shipping 
interests,  however,  refused  to  consider 
such  a  plan  charging  that  it  has  been 
used  unfairly  by  the  representatives  of 
other  union  groups  in  an  effort  to  force 
unionization  of  their  establishments.45 

Definite  closing  down  of  operations 
on  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  bridge 
was  forestalled  when  after  failure  of 
T.  A.  Reardon,  Chairman  of  the  In- 
dustrial Relations  Department  of  the 
State  of  California,  to  secure  any  con- 
cessions from  the  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation for  the  unloading  of  steel,  the 
materials  were  handled  by  the  crews 
of  the  vessels  on  which  it  had  been 
transported  from  the  east  and  was 
stacked  by  these  members  of  the  crews 
directly  on  the  piers  of  the  Bay  bridge 
itself.46  No  interruption  with  bridge 
operations  occurred  subsequently  until 
the  general  strike. 

An  important  development  took 
place  on  June  12th  when  D.  A.  Har- 
rigan,  representative  of  the  Seafarers' 
Council  of  the  Port  of  New  York,  came 
to  San  Francisco  to  confer  with  strike 
leaders  here.  It  was  reported47  that  the 


(42)  Ibid. 

(43)  Ibid. 

(44)  Oakland  Tribune,  June  12,  1934. 

(45)  See  page  23. 

(46)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  12,  1934. 


purpose  of  Harrigan's  call  was  in  order 
to  work  out  plans  for  sympathetic 
action  on  the  part  of  Atlantic  and  Gulf 
marine  workers  with  the  Pacific  Coast 
longshoremen.  Conferences  were  held 
by  Harrigan  with  Harry  Bridges,  the 
San  Francisco  Strike  Committee  Chair- 
man. After  these  conferences  Bridges 
announced  that  the  local  I.  L.  A.  would 
not  back  up  any  action  taken  in  the 
Northwest  looking  toward  a  settlement 
by  Ryan,  as  President  of  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association.48  As  further 
indication  of  possible  international 
complications  arising  out  of  the  strike, 
seamen  in  San  Francisco  harbor  aboard 
a  Swedish  vessel  received  a  cable  from 
their  union  in  Sweden  in  answer  to  a 
request  for  a  ruling  as  to  whether  they 
should  work  winches  ordinarily  oper- 
ated by  engineers  on  strike  here.  The 
Swedish  union  replied  that  they  would 
not  be  obligated  to  perform  any  duties 
which  might  endanger  their  health  or 
lives.4* 

Further  evidence  of  effort  on  the 
part  of  longshoremen  to  extend  the 
strike  to  other  crafts  was  contained  in 
a  notice  that  four  hundred  workers  em- 
ployed in  warehouses  were  being  or- 
ganized by  the  I.  L.  A.  as  a  subsidiary 
union.50  The  purpose  of  this  organiz- 
ing campaign  was  obviously  designed 
to  prevent  the  handling  of  goods  in 
warehouses  if  such  goods  were  trans- 
ported or  handled  in  any  way  by  non- 
union men.  Later,  the  campaign  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  for  the  or- 
ganization of  the  warehouse  workers 
met  with  considerable  success  and 
proved  to  be  quite  an  important  factor 
in  connection  with  the  entire  strike 
situation.51 


(47)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  12,  1934. 
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Effort  of  the  longshoremen  on  May 
12th  to  secure  withdrawal  of  special 
police  officers  guarding  docks  in 
the  Port  of  Richmond — a  municipally 
operated  port  of  one  of  the  commun- 
ities facing  on  San  Francisco  Bay — 
were  unsuccessful.  At  that  time  the 
City  Attorney  of  Richmond  advised  the 
City  Council,  which  previously  appar- 
ently had  been  sympathetic  toward  the 
demand  of  the  longshoremen,  that  the 
request  for  the  withdrawal  of  guards 
could  not  be  complied  with  because  of 
a  contract  existing  between  the  city 
and  the  lessee  of  some  of  the  terminals 
on  the  city's  harbor  property.52  The 
meeting  of  the  Richmond  City  Council 
at  which  this  took  place  was  attended 
by  a  considerable  number  of  Commun- 
ists who  protested  vigorously  against 
the  continued  employment  of  the  armed 
guards  on  the  terminals  there. 

A  touch  of  humor  was  injected  into 
the  strike  proceedings  when  a  letter 
sent  out  by  the  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation requesting  financial  support 
from  all  unions  in  San  Francisco  was 
also  sent  to  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union.  To  this  letter  Thomas  G.  Plant, 
President  of  the  organization,  replied 
by  sending  a  donation  of  $50.00  to  the 
strikers.  In  the  letter  accompanying 
his  check  Mr.  Plant  said:5^  "It  is  un- 
fortunate that  we  had  to  get  into  a 
strike,  with  bitterness  and  bad  feeling 
which  always  develops,  in  order  to 
settle  our  differences,  but  eventually 
we  will  be  working  together  again  and 
we  hope  that  the  old  feeling  of  mutual 
respect  and  friendliness  will  return 
when  that  time  comes."  Plant's  reply 
to  the  letter  was  generally  interpreted 
as  an  olive  branch  held  out  by  the  em- 
ployers to  the  strikers. 


Meanwhile  in  Seattle  Ryan,  who  had 
not  yet  departed  for  San  Francisco,  an- 
nounced a  new  plan  under  which  he 
hoped  to  obtain  separate  agreement 
for  the  ports  in  the  Northwest  and 
then  "force  the  San  Francisco  employ- 
ers and  strikers  to  accept  them."54  In 
this  connection  Ryan  indicated  that  the 
San  Francisco  strike  committee  had 
"got  out  of  hand."  At  another  point 
in  the  statement  which  Ryan  issued  he 
said:  "The  strike  has  been  going  on 
six  weeks  now  and  unless  we  force  the 
hands  of  strikers  and  employers  in  San 
Francisco  it  might  last  all  summer."55 

At  the  same  time  conferences  were 
going  on  in  Oregon  between  Governor 
Julius  L.  Meier  and  representatives  of 
the  striking  unions.56  These  confer- 
ences terminated  on  June  12th  without 
explanation  as  to  the  reason  for  con- 
cluding them.  It  was  only  reported 
that  progress  was  hoped  for  as  the  re- 
sult of  the  discussions.  Conferences 
held  by  Ryan  with  Mayor  George  P. 
Smithley  of  Tacoma  were  also  unpro- 
ductive of  results.57  In  connection 
with  these  conferences  Ryan  pointed 
out  that  there  was  nothing  that  could 
be  done  at  Tacoma,  that  whatever  set- 
tlement was  effected  would  have  to 
come  from  San  Francisco.  No  effort 
was  made  by  Ryan  to  reconcile  the  con- 
flict between  his  statement  in  connec- 
tion with  forcing  a  settlement  on  San 
Francisco  through  the  ports  of  the 
Northwest,  and  his  statement  that  set- 
tlement could  only  be  made  in  the 
California  port. 

In  San  Francisco  it  was  reported 
that  no  action  had  been  taken  by  any 
union  in  response  to  the  request  from 
the  longshoremen  that  a  general  strike 
should  be  called  and  that  workers  in 


(52)  Oakland  Tribune,  June  12,  1934. 

(53)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  13,  1934. 

(54)  Oakland  Tribune,  June  12,  1934. 


(55)  Ibid. 

(56)  Ibid. 

(57)  Ibid. 
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all  trades  should  lay  down  their  tools 
in  sympathy  with  the  longshoremen.58 

In  the  California  port,  however, 
other  developments  of  the  most  im- 
portant character  were  taking  place. 
The  many  conferences  which  had  been 
held  by  San  Francisco  business  groups 
looking  to  ward  a  settlement  of  the  strike 
had  finally  resulted  in  a  decision  to 
place  all  details  of  strike  operations  in 
the  hands  of  the  Industrial  Association. 
This  came  dramatically  to  public  at- 
tention on  June  12th  when  J.  W. 
Mailliard,  Jr.,  President  of  the  San 
Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce,  ad- 
dressed an  open  letter  to  John  F. 
Forbes,  President  of  the  Industrial  As- 
sociation, requesting  the  latter  organ- 
ization to  "immediately  assume  the  re- 
sponsibility of  determining  a  method 
of  ending  this  intolerable  condition. "59 

In  his  letter  to  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation President  Mailliard  first  laid 
emphasis  on  the  fact  that  the  control 
of  the  San  Francisco  Longshoremen's 
Union  had  been  wrested  from  respon- 
sible labor  leadership  by  radicals  and 
that  these  radicals  were  in  control  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Association.  The 
conferences  which  had  taken  place  be- 
tween representatives  of  the  employers 
and  workers  and  representatives  of  the 
federal  government  were  discussed  and 
the  patience  of  the  San  Francisco  busi- 
ness community  in  waiting  for  a  settle- 
ment was  touched  on.  In  this  connec- 
tion President  Mailliard  said: 

"To  permit  representatives  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  to  bring  about  a 
fair  agreement  and  resumption  of  trade  and 
commerce,  the  business  men  of  San  Fran- 
cisco have  waited  patiently  for  more  than 
a  month,  under  a  penalty  of  staggering 
losses.  Such  a  settlement  was  worked  out 
by  the  government  mediators  and  accepted 
by  both  employers  and  union  leaders. 


"The  local  unit  of  the  longshoremen's 
union  repudiated  this  agreement.  The  Pres- 
ident's personal  representative  returned  to 
Washington  and  reported  that  he  had 
failed." 

President  Mailliard  then  went  on  to 
outline  the  losses  which  the  community 
and  the  state  had  suffered  as  a  result 
of  the  strike;  pointed  out  that  freight 
entering  the  port  during  the  first  month 
of  the  strike  had  fallen  off  by  600,000 
tons  valued  at  not  less  than  $40,000,- 
000,  and  that  freight  which  normally 
came  to  San  Francisco  was  being 
diverted  to  Los  Angeles  "where  the 
port  has  been  kept  open."  Threats  and 
intimidation  had  not  only  been  made 
against  the  workers  who  were  engaged 
in  indirect  waterfront  employment  but 
also  had  been  made  against  their  fa- 
milies. It  was  stated  that  the  jobs  of 
many  workers  were  being  jeopardized, 
that  the  strike  had  been  "carried  be- 
yond an  ordinary  and  legal  dispute  be- 
tween employers  and  workers  to  a 
point  where  it  has  become  a  conspiracy 
against  the  community." 

Two  important  replies  were  made 
to  the  letter  from  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce.  One  of  these  was  the  re- 
sponse of  the  Industrial  Association 
signed  by  its  President,  and  the  other 
was  a  statement  issued  by  the  strike 
committee  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association.  Both  of  these 
statements  are  of  the  utmost  import- 
ance in  connection  with  subsequent 
strike  developments. 

The  letter  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Association  which  is  attached  as  an 
exhibit60  was  a  complete  denial  of  the 
charges  made  by  Mr.  Mailliard  that 
the  San  Francisco  local  of  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association  had  fallen  into 
the  hands  of  radicals.  The  Union  relied 


(58)  Ibid. 

(59)  See  Exhibit  "X". 
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largely  on  two  points  in  making  its 
answer.  The  first  of  these  was  that  in 
the  face  of  serious  objection  on  the 
part  of  the  rank  and  file  to  taking  a 
secret  ballot  on  the  proposal  of  May 
28th  the  officers  of  the  local  had  in- 
sisted that  such  a  vote  be  taken  and, 
as  reported  elsewhere  herein,61  the  pro- 
posal had  been  rejected  by  a  tremendous 
majority.  The  other  point  on  which 
the  Union  relied  was  that  after  the 
statement  issued  by  Mr.  Mailliard  on 
May  21st  in  which  it  was  charged  that 
Communists  were  in  control  of  the 
local  union,  the  substance  of  Mr. 
Mailliard's  statement  had  been  dis- 
cussed at  a  meeting  attended  by  the  re- 
presentatives of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union,  the  I.  L.  A.  and  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Labor  McGrady 
and  at  this  time  both  Mr.  McGrady 
and  Mr.  Plant,  representing  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union,  had  stated  that 
the  District  Executive  Board  of  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Association 
were  representatives  of  the  American 
Federation  of  Labor  and  therefore  be- 
longed to  the  conservative  wing  of  the 
American  labor  movement.  The  state- 
ment also  claimed  that  the  I.  L.  A.  had 
receded  from  every  point  except  de- 
mands for  union  recognition  and  con- 
trol of  the  hiring  hall.  The  answer  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  closed 
with  this  statement: 

"We  ask  that  you  stop  this  small  group 
of  ship  operators  tying  up  the  commerce  of 
the  port  of  San  Francisco  rather  than  grant 
recognition  to  our  union  and  give  us  the 
right  to  conduct  a  decent  hiring  hall  for 
our  members." 

While  it  is  not  desired  here  to  re- 
iterate at  undue  length  the  stand  which 
the  employers  had  taken  in  connection 
with  negotiations  which  had  been  con- 
ducted with  the  longshoremen  since 


early  in  March  it  must  be  pointed  out 
that  no  question  of  unwillingness  to 
recognize  the  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion had  ever  been  shown  by  the  em- 
ploy ers,6l*a  but  that  on  the  contrary  on 
numerous  occasions  both  before  and 
after  the  strike  had  been  called,  they 
had  indicated  their  complete  willing- 
ness to  recognize  the  I.  L.  A.  and  to 
bargain  with  it  collectively.  Similiarly, 
as  regards  the  contention  that  the 
Union  insisted  on  control  of  the  hiring 
halls  and  that  failure  of  the  employers 
to  grant  this  request  was  the  most  seri- 
ous obstacle  in  the  way  of  the  strike 
settlement,  it  must  be  pointed  out  that 
in  the  agreement  of  April  3d  to  which 
the  same  members  of  the  District  Ex- 
ecutive Board,  who  were  also  members 
of  the  Strike  Committee  had  agreed,  it 
was  specifically  set  forth  that  the  hiring 
hall  to  be  established  was  to  be  oper- 
ated under  the  joint  auspices  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers  in  each  port  and 
the  International  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation.62 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  future 
strike  developments,  however,  the  reply 
of  the  Industrial  Association  to  Presi- 
dent Mailliard's  letter  was  of  consider- 
ably more  importance.  The  reply63  in- 
dicated first  that  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation would  assume  the  responsibility 
for  finding  a  method  of  settlement 
which  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  had 
asked  it  to  undertake.  Of  greater  im- 
portance, however,  was  the  insistence 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Forbes  as  President 
of  the  Industrial  Association  that  that 
organization  did  not  desire,  nor  was 
it  contemplated  that  any  drastic  steps 
would  be  taken  in  order  to  end  the 
controversy  but  rather  that  "an  imme- 
diate and  amicable  settlement  can  be 
reached."  It  was  pointed  out  that  the 


(61)   See  page  40. 

(61-a)  See  pages  8  and  33. 


(62)  See  Exhibit  "G" 

(63)  See  Exhibit  "Z" 
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Association  had  deferred  action  in  con- 
nection with  the  waterfront  controversy 
because  of  the  specific  request  of  Secre- 
tary McGrady  "that  no  steps  be  taken 
which  could  in  any  way  interfere  with 
or  obstruct  the  course  of  direct  negotia- 
tions which  the  government  representa- 
tives were  attempting  to  guide  toward 
a  fair  settlement."  Also  of  importance 
was  the  fact  that  the  reply  of  Mr. 
Forbes,  which  was  published  in  full  in 
all  the  San  Francisco  papers,  contained 
for  the  first  time  a  complete  statement 
of  all  of  the  more  important  events 
which  had  taken  place  since  the  con- 
troversy between  the  longshoremen 
and  their  employers  had  first  come  into 
public  prominence  early  in  March.  The 
statement  closed  with  the  important 
enunciation  of  principle  that  "the  As- 
sociation intends  to  take  whatever  law- 
ful steps  are  necessary  to  protect  the 
economic  interests  of  this  community, 
and  to  restore  to  the  people  of  San 
Francisco  that  security  to  which  they 
are  entitled." 

On  the  same  day  that  the  Industrial 
Association's  letter  was  made  public, 
Ryan's  newest  proposal  for  a  settlement 
was  submitted  to  Mayor  Rossi.  It  was 
presented  in  the  form  of  a  communica- 
tion containing  excerpts  from  the 
agreement  in  effect  on  the  Atlantic  sea- 
board.64 This  agreement  called  for  a 
preferential  union  shop  in  connection 
with  waterfront  employment  and  pro- 
vided for  arbitration  of  disputes  arising 
under  the  agreement.  Ryan,  in  urging 
the  acceptance  of  this  type  of  agree- 
ment, laid  particular  emphasis  on  the 
fact  that  it  had  been  in  effect  between 
steamship  owners  and  the  Longshore- 
men's Association  on  the  Atlantic  sea- 
board for  at  least  14  years  and  that  in 
addition  the  agreement  which  had  been 

(64)  S.  F.  Examiner,  Tune  14,  1934. 

(65)  See  Exhibit  "FF": 


in  effect  for  approximately  the  same 
time  between  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers' Union  and  the  independent  union 
of  longshoremen  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  area  had  contained  a  general  pref- 
erential union  clause  though  in  much 
less  detail  than  the  preferential  clause 
of  the  Atlantic  Coast  agreement. 

In  reply  to  the  proposal  of  Ryan 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  an- 
swered through  Mr.  Plant,  its  Presi- 
dent, in  effect,  that  the  proposal  of 
Mr.  Ryan  was  not  a  new  proposal  at 
all  but  was  the  same  proposition  in 
somewhat  altered  language  to  that 
which  had  caused  the  strike  of  May 
9th.65  It  was  stated  that  Mr.  Ryan 
had  known  from  the  beginning  that  the 
employers  would  not  accept  a  proposal 
of  this  kind  because  it  was  contrary  to 
the  labor  provisions  of  the  National 
Recovery  Act.  The  statement  then  went 
on  to  recite  the  circumstances  in  regard 
to  Mr.  Ryan's  acceptance  and  rejection 
by  the  Union  of  the  proposal  of  May 
28th.  Mr.  Plant's  letter  called  Mr. 
Ryan  to  task  for  the  fact  that  he  had 
entered  into  a  tentative  agreement  in 
Portland  earlier  in  the  week66  provid- 
ing for  non-discrimination  as  between 
union  and  non-union  men  and  that  on 
the  next  day  he  had  approved  a  similar 
proposal  in  Seattle.  The  statement  then 
pointed  out  that  there  was  an  incon- 
sistency in  Mr.  Ryan's  willingness  to 
accept  these  conditions  in  the  North- 
west ports  earlier  in  the  week  with  his 
complete  refusal  to  offer  similar  terms 
to  the  employers  in  San  Francisco.  The 
communication  then  discussed  the  re- 
lationship existing  in  the  past  between 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  and 
the  local  Longshoremen's  Association, 
the  so-called  "Blue  Book"  Union,  and 
closed  with  the  following  paragraph: 

(66)  See  Exhibit  "BB". 
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"The  responsibility  for  the  continuance 
of  the  difficult  situation  must,  therefore,  be 
borne  by  Mr.  Ryan,  the  striking  longshore- 
men, whom  he  represents,  and  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Teamsters'  Union,  which  has  refused 
to  transport  cargo  to  and  from  the  docks, 
because  they  sympathized  with  the  long- 
shoremen." 

When  apprised  of  the  rejection  of 
the  preferential  shop  plan  by  the  Wat- 
erfront Employers'  Union  Ryan  is  re- 
ported to  have  said:67  "I  certainly  am 
incensed,  but  I  don't  care  to  talk  much 
until  I  have  been  informed  officially 
of  the  statement.  I  can't  imagine 
what's  wrong  with  the  employers,  as 
preferential  employment  has  been  in 
effect  in  the  East  for  19  years  and  has 
worked  out  fine." 

At  the  same  time  Mayor  Rossi 
said:68  "The  prospects  for  an  early  set- 
tlement of  the  strike  are  still  bright. 
I  am  convinced  that  the  employers  are 
willing  to  do  everything  possible  to 
settle  the  strike  and  prevent  further 
complications.  As  long  as  they  are  in 
that  frame  of  mind  I  can  see  no  reason 
why  they  cannot  get  together." 

On  the  same  morning  that  it  was  an- 
nounced that  the  employers  would  not 
be  a  party  to  the  proposals  made  by 
Mr.  Ryan,  an  important  conference 
took  place  in  the  office  of  the  Industrial 
Association  to  consider  the  entire  strike 
situation.  This  conference  was  not  only 
participated  in  by  officers,  directors, 
and  staff  members  of  the  Association, 
but  there  was  also  present  at  the  meet- 
ing Mr.  Ryan,  Michael  Casey,  Presi- 
dent of  the  San  Francisco  Teamsters' 
Union,  J.  P.  Mclaughlin,  its  Secretary, 
and  Dave  Beck,  President  of  the  Team- 
sters' Union  of  Seattle.6?  At  this  meet- 
ing the  whole  strike  situation  from  its 


(67)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  Tune  14,  1934. 

(68)  Ibid. 

(69)  Records  in  files  of  Industrial  Association. 

(70)  Statement  made  in  presence  of  writer. 


inception  was  carefully  reviewed  by 
•Mr.  Ryan  and  his  point  of  view  was 
clearly  expressed.  Mr.  Ryan  was  asked 
whether,  if  any  agreement  into  which 
he  might  enter  was  satisfactory  to  him 
and  to  the  representatives  of  the  Team- 
sters' Union,  he  could  give  assurances 
that  it  would  also  be  accepted  by  the 
rank  and  file  of  the  longshoremen.70 
Mr.  Ryan  made  a  most  emphatic  state- 
ment in  the  affirmative  and,  in  addi- 
tion, when  the  representatives  of  the 
teamsters  were  asked  as  to  whether  or 
not  they  would  underwrite  such  an 
agreement  and  authorize  their  men  to 
return  to  work,  Mr.  Casey  and  Mr. 
Beck,  speaking  for  the  union  teamsters, 
said  that  if  an  agreement  satisfactory 
to  Mr.  Ryan  could  be  reached  the  team- 
sters would  no  longer  consider  that 
the  waterfront  difficulty  was  one  in 
which  they  could  interest  themselves 
and  that  they  would  immediately  com- 
mence to  haul  freight  from  the  water- 
front without  regard  to  its  source  or 
destination.71 

This  meeting  was  followed  by  a  con- 
ference at  the  City  Hall  with  Mayor 
Rossi  which  was  participated  in  by  the 
Mayor,  Mr.  Plant  and  Albert  E.  Boyn- 
ton,  the  Managing  Director  of  the  In- 
dustrial Association.72  After  this  meet- 
ing Mayor  Rossi  indicated  that  he  was 
confident  that  some  agreement  could 
be  reached  and  that  he  was  planning 
to  hold  another  meeting  at  which  both 
parties  would  be  represented,  later  in 
the  afternoon.  At  the  same  time  Mayor 
Rossi  said: 

"The  real  point  at  stake  is  whether  Mr. 
Ryan's  proposal  constitutes  a  closed  shop. 
The  operators  believe  it  does,  the  workers 
that  it  doesn't.  Perhaps  a  new  and  amended 
proposal  agreeable  to  both  sides  will  come 
out  of  it."73 


(71)  Statement  made  in  presence  of  writer. 

(72)  S.  F.  News,  June  14,  1934. 
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Ryan  had  arrived  in  San  Francisco 
on  June  13th  from  Seattle.  While  he 
had  been  in  the  northern  city,  how- 
ever, there  had  been  an  exchange  of 
communications  between  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  McGrady  in  Wash- 
ington and  himself  relative  to  the 
question  of  the  hiring  halls.  McGrady 
had  wired  to  Mr.  Ryan  and  had  out- 
lined, in  effect,  the  proposals  previously 
advanced  for  the  government  super- 
vision of  the  hiring  halls  with  the  ex- 
penses to  be  borne  equally  by  the  ship- 
owners and  the  longshoremen  but  with 
the  United  States  Employment  Service 
paying  the  expense  of  its  manager  in 
each  hall.74  Ryan  had  replied  to  Mc- 
Grady's  telegram  on  June  llth.  In 
this  letter75  he  gave  a  qualified  accept- 
ance to  the  proposal.  The  qualification 
was  to  the  effect  that  the  longshoremen 
had  no  objection  to  government  control 
of  the  hiring  halls  "providing  that  the 
government  will  also  control  all  other 
groups  in  the  shipping  industry."  Ryan 
further  set  forth  that  wherever  the 
longshoremen  had  been  permitted  to 
dispatch  their  men  this  dispatching  had 
been  carried  out  in  a  thoroughly  satis- 
factory manner.  He  then  went  on  to 
say: 

"We  therefore  must  insist  that  if  our  gov- 
ernment is  going  to  supervise  the  dispatch- 
ing of  longshoremen,  our  government  will 
also  supervise  the  dispatching  of  ships  and 
distribution  of  cargoes,  in  other  words,  give 
the  employers  as  much  supervision  as  the 
longshoremen  are  to  receive." 

Ryan,  in  referring  at  the  close  of  his 
letter  to  the  agreement  entered  into  be- 
tween the  Longshoremen's  Association, 
the  Alaska  Steamship  Company  and 
other  companies  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation of  merchandise  to  Alaska  on 

(74)  See  Exhibit  "CC". 

(75)  See  Exhibit  "DD". 

(76)  See  Exhibit  "EE". 


behalf  of  the  Alaska  fishing  industry, 
said: 

"These  companies  are  convinced  that  we 
are  competent  to  dispatch  longshoremen 
and  have  agreed  that  all  men  be  dispatched 
from  our  halls." 

After  informal  discussions  with  the 
Mayor  on  June  13th  Ryan  addressed 
a  letter  to  him  and  enclosed  for  Mayor 
Rossi's  information  copies  of  the  tele- 
gram received  by  Ryan  from  McGrady, 
already  referred  to,  and  his  answer.  It 
will  be  noted  in  this  letter76  that  Mr. 
Ryan  stated  that  he  purposely  refrained 
from  replying  to  Assistant  Secretary 
McGrady's  letter  until  he  had  contacted 
with  employers  in  various  Pacific  Coast 
ports  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  some 
other  basis  of  settlement  could  be  ar- 
rived at.  He  also  expressed  the  conclu- 
sion that  "the  employers  were  only 
favorable  to  this  proposition  (govern- 
ment control  of  hiring  halls)  as  a  last 
resort."  In  view  of  the  record  it  is 
also  interesting  to  note  that  Mr.  Ryan 
denied  unequivocally  that  he  had  given 
his  approval  to  the  settlement  proposed 
by  the  employers  on  May  28th,  al- 
though at  that  time  he  stated,  in  effect, 
that  the  agreement  gave  the  longshore- 
men exactly  what  they  wanted.77 

Ryan  also  issued  a  statement  to  the 
press  relative  to  the  conversations  that 
had  been  going  on  between  himself, 
other  union  representatives  and  Mayor 
Rossi.  In  this  statement  he  said: 

"We  shall  submit  to  the  Mayor  in  writ- 
ing the  best  possible  terms  the  longshore- 
men can  offer.  With  the  attitude  shown  by 
Mayor  Rossi,  Mayor  Charles  D.  Smith  and 
Governor  Meier  of  Oregon,  who  are  hope- 
ful of  settling  this  strike  satisfactorily  to 
both  sides,  the  situation  looks  decidedly 
hopeful.  All  other  intermediaries  are  try- 
ing to  settle  the  strike  in  favor  of  the  em- 
ployers."78 

(77)  See  page  34. 

(78)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  13,  1934. 
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On  the  other  hand  Ryan  vigorously 
denied  the  truth  of  an  announcement 
which  emanated  from  Portland7?  that 
a  settlement  would  be  effected  on  June 
1 3th  in  San  Francisco.  This  report  came 
from  Conrad  Negstad,  the  President 
of  the  Portland  I.  L.  A.  and  also  from 
a  representative  of  the  shipping  com- 
panies there.  Ryan  said,  when  apprised 
of  the  statements  from  the  Oregon 
city: 

"As  things  stand  now,  the  strike  will  not 
only  not  be  settled  before  nightfall  but  it 
won't  be  settled  before  nightfall  next  New 
Year's  Eve.  These  statements  from  Port- 
land are  over-optimistic.  I  have  hopes  that 
the  conferences  with  Mayor  Rossi  may  de- 
velop something — but  I  don't  know  what 
can  be  done  unless  Mayor  Rossi  is  a  miracle 
worker. 

"They  say  that  Communists  are  leading 
this  strike.  That  is  true.  That's  because 
they  won't  meet  the  terms  of  persons  like 
myself  and  William  Lewis.  The  Commun- 
ists are  leading  the  strike,  but  they  have 
nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  settlement  of 
it.  "80 

On  the  same  day  Lee  Holman  an- 
nounced that  he  was  awaiting  the  re- 
turn of  Ryan  to  San  Francisco  to  de- 
mand that  Ryan  withdraw  the  charter 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  here  and  charter  the 
new  organization  which  Holman  claim- 
ed to  represent.  In  this  connection  Hol- 
man stated  that  about  1,000  men  for 
whom  he  was  speaking  were  willing  to 
return  to  work  under  the  agreement  of 
May  28th.8* 

During  the  period  that  these  two 
proposals  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  presented 
through  Mr.  Ryan  were  offered  and 
the  employers  through  Mr.  Plant  were 
indicating  their  unwillingness  to  ac- 
cept them,  a  renewed  effort  was  made 
to  secure  the  organization  of  a  joint 
marine  workers'  council  covering  all 
maritime  crafts  on  the  Pacific  Coast.82 

(79)  Ibid. 

(80)  Ibid. 

(81)  Ibid. 


The  purpose  of  such  a  federation  was 
to  present  a  united  front  in  connection 
with  the  dispute  between  the  long- 
shoremen and  other  marine  workers 
and  the  employers.  Union  officials  in 
Southern  California,  affiliated  with  the 
I.  L.  A.  revived  interest  in  the  proposed 
federation  by  announcing  that  a  meet- 
ing would  be  called  in  Portland,  Ore- 
gon, for  June  30th  at  which  time  plans 
for  the  coast  wide  federation  would  be 
considered.  All  of  the  groups  on  strike, 
including  the  longshoremen,  the  mas- 
ters, mates  and  pilots,  engineers  and 
firemen,  oilers  and  watertenders,  ship- 
yard workers,  and  sailors  and  painters 
were  supposed  to  be  included  in  this 
master  labor  organization.  It  was  re- 
ported that  delegates  had  already  been 
chosen  from  a  number  of  Pacific  Coast 
ports  and  that  others  would  be  selected 
during  the  course  of  the  next  few 
days.83 

At  the  same  time  it  was  announced 
by  A.  H.  Peterson,  Secretary  of  the 
San  Pedro  Local  of  the  I.  L.  A.  that 
charges  that  Communists  were  direct- 
ing the  strike  were  unfounded.  Peter- 
son also  stated  that  reports  to  the 
effect  that  Communists  had  blocked  the 
settlement  were  also  contrary  to  the 
facts.  "Communists  are  not  admitted 
to  membership  in  the  I.  L.  A.,"  Peter- 
son said.84 

Indicative,  however,  of  the  possible 
spread  of  the  strike  and  its  increased 
effectiveness  was  another  report  from 
San  Pedro  emanating  from  strike  head- 
quarters there  that  the  entire  crew  of 
the  Dollar  Liner,  President  Taft,  with 
the  exception  of  the  master,  engineer, 
and  two  mates,  had  left  the  ship  at  the 
call  of  the  respective  unions  with  which 
members  of  the  crew  were  affiliated. 
Company  officials,  when  questioned  as 

(82)  Oakland  Tribune,  June  14,  1934. 

(83)  Ibid. 

(84)  Ibid. 
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to  the  reported  strike,  admitted  that 
some  members  of  the  unlicensed  per- 
sonnel had  gone  out  on  strike. 

Meanwhile  events  in  San  Francisco 
and  other  Coast  ports  were  moving  to 
a  rapid  climax.  Among  some  of  the 
more  important  developments  was  an 
announcement  from  Mayor  Smith  of 
Seattle  that  peace  negotiations  had 
failed,  that  he  had  assumed  command 
of  the  Police  Department  and  that  he 
intended  shortly  to  open  the  port  of 
Seattle.  Similar  announcements  were 
also  issued  in  Portland  and  Tacoma. 
An  attempt  was  made  to  secure  an  in- 
junction to  prevent  Chief  of  Police 
Quinn  in  San  Francisco  from  interfer- 
ing with  the  "peaceful  picketing"  of 
the  longshoremen  and  other  maritime 
unions  on  the  San  Francisco  waterfront. 
Telegraphic  pleas  for  direct  interven- 
tion of  the  federal  government  in  con- 
nection with  the  strike  were  dispatched 
by  the  Industrial  Association  of  San 
Francisco  to  President  Roosevelt,  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  Perkins,  and  all  of  the 
Congressional  members  of  the  Cali- 
fornia delegation.  In  addition,  the  As- 
sociation dispatched  a  telegram  to  Gov- 
ernor Merriam,  urging  him  in  turn 
also  to  communicate  with  the  federal 
authorities  to  request  their  direct  inter- 
position in  an  effort  to  settle  the  dif- 
ficulties. Innumerable  conferences  were 
taking  place  between  representatives  of 
various  groups  of  union  workers,  public 
officials,  the  representatives  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  and  of 
the  Industrial  Association.  A  prolonged 
series  of  special  meetings  of  the  Board 
of  Directors  and  Advisory  Committee 
of  the  Industrial  Association  to  give 
consideration  to  the  longshoremen's 
strike  were  held.  Direct  conversations 
were  undertaken  between  the  represen- 


tatives of  the  Industrial  Association  and 
Teamsters'  Union  officials,  who  because 
of  the  key  position  they  held  in  connec- 
tion with  the  waterfront  strike,  and  the 
generally  high  regard  which  they 
occupied  in  the  community,  were  con- 
sidered by  all  persons  to  be  the  most 
important  spokesmen  of  the  point  of 
view  of  labor  with  the  exception  of 
Mr.  Ryan  and  the  I.  L.  A.  officials. 
These  developments  will  now  be  dis- 
cussed in  greater  detail. 

In  connection  with  the  situation  at 
Seattle  Mayor  Smith  issued  a  procla- 
mation in  which  he  said:85 

"I,  Charles  L.  Smith,  Mayor  of  the  City 
of  Seattle,  pursuant  to  the  power  vested  in 
me,  do  hereby  declare  that  an  emergency 
exists  involving  the  peace  and  safety  of  all 
citizens  of  the  City  of  Seattle.  This  emer- 
gency has  arisen  by  reason  of  the  strike  on 
the  waterfront  and  the  consequent  par- 
alysis of  traffic  and  commerce.  Violent  de- 
struction of  the  public's  order  is  testified  by 
the  continuance  of  these  conditions. 

"It  has  become  necessary  in  order  to 
maintain  peace  and  order  in  the  City  that 
I  assume  personal  control,  for  the  time 
being,  of  the  police  force." 

At  the  same  time  Mayor  Smith  de- 
clared that  no  action  would  be  taken 
immediately  as  "it  would  take  a  certain 
amount  of  time  to  assemble  beds  need- 
ed for  the  policemen,  and  their  feed- 
ing."86 

While  Mayor  Joseph  Carson  of  Port- 
land declared  that  the  port  "must  be 
opened  immediately"  he  refused  to 
comment  on  the  action  taken  by 
Mayor  Smith  of  Seattle.  In  Tacoma, 
according  to  the  Associated  Press,  John 
Prins,  Chairman  of  the  Tacoma  Citi- 
zens' Committee,  declared87  that  his 
committee  "is  going  to  open  the  port  of 
Tacoma  if  a  settlement  of  the  long- 
shoremen's strike  is  not  forthcoming." 
He  elaborated  this  statement  by  saying 


(85)  S.  F.  Examiner.  June  15,  1934. 


(86)  Ibid. 


(87)  S.  F.  Chronicle.  June  15,  1934. 
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that  if  the  port  of  Seattle  was  opened 
while  Tacoma  remained  closed  it  would 
be  an  invitation  to  a  permanent  dis- 
ruption of  the  latter  port's  industry 
and  commerce. 

In  connection  with  the  injunction 
proceedings  against  Chief  Quinn,  at- 
torneys for  the  San  Francisco  Local  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  filed  a 
petition  before  Presiding  Judge  Walter 
Perry  Johnson  on  behalf  of  two  strik- 
ing longshoremen,  E.  D.  Dietrich  and 
Fred  Heiner.  It  was  stated  that  the  ap- 
plication was  made  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  the  I.  L.  A.  Judge  Johnson 
issued  an  order  to  show  cause  why  an 
injunction  should  not  issue  and  trans- 
ferred the  case  for  hearing  to  Superior 
Judge  E.  P.  Mogan's  court.88  No  final 
hearing  on  this  application  and  the 
order  to  show  cause  was  ever  held. 

The  efforts  of  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation to  secure  more  direct  action  on 
the  part  of  the  federal  government  re- 
sulted in  the  dispatch  on  June  15th  of 
a  lengthy  telegram  to  President  Roose- 
velt in  Washington.  Because  this  dis- 
patch outlined  in  considerable  detail 
the  developments  which  had  taken 
place  in  the  situation  from  its  incep- 
tion to  the  time  the  telegram  was  sent, 
and  because  it  predicted  with  unusual 
accuracy  the  developments  which  sub- 
sequently took  place,  it  is  reproduced 
in  full  here: 

"San  Francisco,  June  15,  1934. 
"Honorable  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt, 
President  United  States 
White  House 
Washington,  D.  C. 
"Dear  Mr.  President 

"Unless  settlement  is  effected  within  the 
next  few  days  of  longshoremen's  strike  now 
tying  up  shipping  in  San  Francisco  and 
other  Pacific  Coast  ports  efforts  will  be 
made  to  start  movement  of  cargoes  to  and 
from  docks  and  it  appears  inevitable  that 
an  industrial  conflict  of  character  too  serious 


to  contemplate  will  be  the  outcome.  This 
telegram  therefore  is  being  sent  to  you  in 
the  belief  that  only  through  your  direct 
intervention  can  this  impending  tragedy  be 
averted.  This  community  has  for  more  than 
five  weeks  past  attempted  to  discover  form- 
ula on  which  waterfront  strike  could  be 
settled.  In  the  meantime  gradual  paralysis 
and  strangulation  of  all  economic  activity 
in  the  community  has  developed.  The  point 
has  now  been  reached  when  the  business 
men  of  this  community  will  no  longer  con- 
tinue this  tolerant  attitude  but  will  insist 
on  action  being  taken  to  open  up  this  port. 
Situation  today  is  at  complete  deadlock. 
Should  effort  be  made  to  commence  deliv- 
eries to  and  from  docks  from  nonunion 
teamsters  under  protection  of  authorities  all 
transportation  trades  in  San  Francisco  which 
are  thoroughly  organized  would  undoubt- 
edly go  out  in  sympathetic  strike  involving 
general  teamsters,  building  material  team- 
sters retail  delivery  drivers  icewagon  drivers 
meat  delivery  drivers  taxicab  drivers  and 
possibly  others.  It  is  also  probable  that  sur- 
face transportation  on  street  railways  would 
be  affected.  In  order  that  you  may  have  his- 
tory of  controversy  there  follows  statement 
of  the  several  steps  which  have  been  taken 
since  the  appointment  of  fact  finding  com- 
mittee by  you  following  cancelation  of  first 
strike  order  of  International  Longshoremens 
Association.  After  four  days  of  hearings  by 
fact  finding  committee  commencing  March 
Twentyeight  executive  sessions  between  your 
board  and  employer  and  employee  repre- 
sentatives commenced  and  on  April  second 
plan  was  presented  which  was  taken  under 
advisement.  On  following  day  San  Fran- 
cisco employers  and  representatives  of  ILA 
accepted  agreement.  Subsequent  agreement 
was  ratified  by  employer  associations  all 
Pacific  Coast  ports.  It  called  for  recognition 
of  and  collective  bargaining  with  ILA  with 
reservations  in  regard  to  protecting  minor- 
ities. Provided  for  port  labor  boards  which 
should  operate  under  labor  provisions  of 
proposed  shipping  code  as  though  same  had 
been  adopted  with  particular  reference 
mediation  and  arbitration.  Hiring  halls 
were  to  be  set  up  under  joint  control  and 
separate  port  agreements  were  accepted.  Fol- 
lowing breakdown  of  mediation  proposals 
and  refusal  union  representatives  to  accept 
national  mediation  or  arbitration  in  con- 
formity with  April  third  agreement  strike 


(88)  Ibid. 
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was  called  on  May  ninth.  You  know  of 
fruitless  efforts  of  Assistant  Secretary  Mc- 
Grady  to  effect  settlement.  However  during 
his  presence  here  and  while  Ryan  president 
ILA  was  in  San  Francisco  agreement  was 
perfected  May  twentyeighth  which  was  ac- 
cepted by  Ryan  McGrady  and  local  regional 
labor  board  chairmen.  Locals  in  various 
ports  refused  to  accept  this  agreement.  In 
the  meantime  various  maritime  unions  in- 
cluding engineers  masters  mates  pilots 
sailors  firemen  oilers  cooks  and  stewards 
have  struck  in  sympathy.  Teamsters  have 
refused  to  handle  any  freight  to  or  from 
docks  where  nonunion  workers  are  em- 
ployed at  stevedoring.  Continuation  of  pre- 
sent strike  is  creating  alarming  increase  in 
unemployment  rolls.  Shipment  of  all  agri- 
cultural and  horticultural  products  moving 
by  water  seriously  threatened.  Possibility 
of  national  or  international  refusal  to 
handle  Pacific  Coast  cargoes  imminent.  In- 
dustrial Association  is  community  organiza- 
tion working  for  peaceful  settlement  of  in- 
dustrial disputes  and  while  basically  in 
favor  of  open  shop  has  friendly  connections 
with  local  union  officials  and  has  long  ac- 
cepted and  recognized  many  existent  closed 
shop  agreements  here.  Practically  every  re- 
presentative business  banking  and  industrial 
interest  in  this  community  as  well  as  pro- 
fessional men  constitute  membership.  Board 
of  Directors  this  Association  urges  on  you 
with  all  of  the  emphasis  that  it  can  bring 
to  bear  that  your  personal  intervention  im- 
mediately is  indispensable  unless  this  com- 
munity and  other  Pacific  Coast  ports  are  to 
be  subject  to  most  serious  industrial  out- 
break that  the  Pacific  slope  has  ever  known. 
We  feel  that  in  interests  of  peace  you  are 
fully  justified  in  calling  on  President  Green 
of  the  Federation  and  Joseph  P.  Ryan  of 
the  ILA  to  accept  terms  of  settlement  of 
April  third  or  proposed  agreement  of  May 
twentyeighth 

"INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
JOHN  F.  FORBES,  PRESIDENT'^ 

Neither  reply  nor  acknowledgment  to 
this  telegram  was  received.90 

On  the  same  date  a  telegram  was 
dispatched  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
also  signed  by  the  Industrial  Associa- 

(89)  Files  of  Industrial  Association. 

(90)  Statement  by  officers  of  Industrial  Association. 


tion  and  reading  as  follows: 

"This  organization  has  today  wired  Pres- 
ident Roosevelt  urging  his  personal  inter- 
vention in  waterfront  strike  here  on  ground 
that  unless  this  takes  place  present  critical 
situation  may  easily  develop  into  citywide 
industrial  conflict.  Potential  seriousness  of 
situation  here  cannot  be  overemphasized. 
Can  you  not  personally  intercede  as  means 
of  avoiding  what  threatens  to  become  in- 
dustrial conflict  involving  entire  Pacific 
Coast.  Have  wired  Mr.  McGrady  request- 
ing him  to  take  this  up  with  you."?1 

No  acknowledgment  of  this  tele- 
gram was  received. 

The  telegram  referred  to  above  ad- 
dressed to  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor 
Edward  F.  McGrady  read: 

"We  have  today  wired  the  President  urg- 
ing his  personal  intervention  waterfront 
strike  on  ground  that  only  through  this 
means  can  serious  citywide  industrial  conflict 
be  avoided.  Your  personal  intercession  with 
President  through  Secretary  of  Labor  would 
be  deeply  appreciated. "92 

As  already  indicated,  a  telegram 
was  dispatched  the  same  day  addressed 
to  Acting  Governor  Frank  F.  Merriam 
of  California  in  which  the  situation 
was  outlined  and  the  fact  that  tele- 
grams had  been  dispatched  to  public 
officials  in  Washington  was  indicated. 
The  telegram  to  Governor  Merriam 
read  as  follows: 

"My  dear  Governor  We  have  today 
wired  President  Roosevelt  requesting  his 
personal  intervention  in  waterfront  strike  in 
order  to  avoid  possibility  of  citywide  tieup 
with  inevitable  spread  to  other  California 
communities  and  along  entire  Pacific  Coast. 
After  outlining  historical  developments 
have  urged  him  to  request  President  Green 
of  A  F  of  L  and  President  Ryan  of  ILA  to 
accept  settlement  approved  by  federal  of- 
ficials and  known  as  settlement  of  May  28th 
or  previous  settlement  agreed  to  by  ILA 
known  as  settlement  of  April  3d.  Have  also 
requested  Secretary  of  Labor  and  California 
Congressional  delegation  to  contact  Presi- 

!91)   Files  of  Industrial  Association. 
92)   Files  of  Industrial  Association. 
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dent  looking  toward  same  end.  May  I  urge 
you  on  behalf  of  Board  of  Directors  of  this 
Association  to  telephone  or  telegraph  to  the 
President  pointing  out  potential  seriousness 
of  local  situation  and  urging  on  behalf  of 
State  of  California  that  as  President  he  in- 
tercede along  lines  indicated.  Please  release 
no  publicity  re  your  wire  as  our  telegram 
to  President  copy  of  which  we  are  sending 
you  by  mail  is  confidential"93 

The  two  Senators  and  twenty  rep- 
resentatives of  the  State  of  California 
in  Congress  were  also  communicated 
with  by  wire.  This  telegram  read  as 
follows : 

"San  Francisco  business  men  have  de- 
manded that  the  Industrial  Association  of 
San  Francisco  take  immediate  steps  to  end 
paralysis  this  port  resulting  from  strike  of 
longshoremen.  Forty  million  dollars  worth 
merchandise  tied  up  in  docks  warehouses 
and  holds  of  ninety  six  ships  stalled  here 
by  strike.  Intimidation  of  teamsters  by 
strike  leaders  has  halted  all  trucking  to  and 
from  waterfront.  If  situation  not  ended 
shipment  maturing  crops  San  Joaquin  and 
Sacramento  Valleys  will  be  seriously  im- 
peded with  staggering  losses  to  our  farmers. 
Strike  now  beyond  mere  dispute  between 
employers  and  employees  and  assuming  na- 
tional and  international  implications  in- 
volving efforts  being  made  to  prevent  un- 
loading of  ships  clearing  from  San  Fran- 
cisco to  American  and  foreign  ports.  Radi- 
cal element  in  control  of  longshoremen's 
union  has  repudiated  fair  settlement  ap- 
proved by  federal  mediators  and  accepted  by 
international  officers  of  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation and  employers.  We  believe  Presi- 
dent Roosevelt  can  open  port  of  San  Fran- 
cisco within  twenty  four  hours  by  demand- 
ing that  repudiated  agreement  approved  by 
federal  mediators  be  put  into  effect.  We 
request  you  and  other  members  California 
Congressional  delegation  take  immediate 
action  to  obtain  from  President  such  a  de- 
mand directed  to  Joseph  P.  Ryan  interna- 
tional president  of  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  now  in  San  Francisco."94 

While  these  negotiations  were  go- 
ing on  in  the  office  of  Mayor  Rossi 


(93)  Files  of  Industrial  Association. 

(94)  Files  of  Industrial  Association. 


and  while  the  other  conferences  look- 
ing toward  a  composition  of  the  con- 
flicting points  of  view  between  the  em- 
ployers and  employees  were  being  held, 
Lee  J.  Holman  made  a  direct  request 
upon  Ryan  for  a  charter  from  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion.95 According  to  a  statement  made 
by  Holman  he  was  advised  by  Ryan 
that  a  charter  would  be  issued  to  him 
if  the  longshoremen's  local  here  re- 
fused to  abide  by  the  by-laws  of  the 
International  Union.  Holman  also  an- 
nounced that  a  union  similar  to  that 
which  he  was  attempting  to  organize 
in  San  Francisco  had  been  launched  in 
Portland  and  that  excellent  results  had 
been  obtained  in  the  northern  com- 
munity. These  statements  from  Hol- 
man were  denied  by  Ryan.?6 

In  order  to  give  an  idea  as  to  the 
representative  character  of  the  groups 
which  were  at  that  time  meeting  in 
Mayor  Rossi's  office  the  personnel  of 
those  who  were  present  at  some  or  all 
of  these  meetings,  and  who,  in  fact, 
were  present  at  most  of  them,  is  worthy 
of  being  recorded  here.  Representa- 
tives of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  consisted  of  Thomas  G.  Plant, 
President  of  that  organization  and 
Herman  Phleger,  its  counsel;  John  F. 
Forbes,  President,  and  Albert  E.  Boyn- 
ton,  Managing  Director  of  the  Indus- 
trial Association,  were  also  present  at 
most  of  the  meetings.  Labor  was  rep- 
resented by  Ryan  as  the  President  of 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation, by  Lewis  as  the  Pacific  Coast 
District  President  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  by  A. 
H.  Peterson,  Executive  Committeeman 
from  San  Pedro,  by  J.  J.  Finnegan, 
occupying  the  same  position  in  San 
Francisco,  and  by  Michael  Casey,  Pres- 
ident San  Francisco  Teamsters'  Union 


(95)  Oakland  Tribune,  June  15,  1934. 

(96)  S.  F.  News,  June  15,  1934. 
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and  Vice  President  International 
Teamsters'  Union,  Dave  Beck,  Presi- 
dent Seattle  Teamsters'  Union,  and 
John  P.  Mclaughlin,  Secretary  San 
Francisco  Teamsters'  Union.?6'* 

In  discussing  the  negotiations  which 
had  been  going  on  in  his  office,  Mayor 
Rossi  said:  "Both  sides  want  to  keep 
this  controversy  from  getting  more 
complicated  and  as  long  as  they  are  in 
that  frame  of  mind  I  see  no  reason 
why  they  cannot  get  together." 

During  this  same  week  when  strike 
negotiations  reached  their  first  climax 
a  statement  was  issued97  by  Acting 
Governor  Merriam  in  which  he  charg- 
ed that  the  responsibility  for  the  un- 
rest in  San  Francisco  could  be  laid  at 
the  door  of  Communist  agitators  and 
"fomentors  of  industrial  hatred."  At 
the  same  time  the  Governor  declared 
that  his  statement  was  "no  attack  on 
the  principle  of  collective  bargaining," 
and  that  "responsible  law-abiding  la- 
bor organizations  are  an  accepted  part 
of  our  economic  and  social  fabric." 
The  Governor  declared  his  intention 
"with  inflexible  determination  to  up- 
hold the  authority  of  the  law."  While 
the  Governor's  statement  was  not 
pointed  directly  at  the  San  Francisco 
situation  but  was  rather  elicited  by  ser- 
ious disturbances  which  had  occurred 
in  nearby  counties  in  connection  with  a 
strike  of  agricultural  workers,  it  was 
generally  taken  to  indicate  that  the 
Governor  would  take  official  recogni- 
tion of  the  maritime  tieup.98  Accord- 
ing to  the  Labor  Clarion,  "the  studied 
efforts  of  the  shipping  interests  to  em- 
phasize the  alleged  radicalism  of  the 
waterfront  strikers  seems  to  bear  this 
out." 

In  the  meantime  increasing  evidence 
as  to  the  paralyzing  effect  of  the  strike 


(96-a)    Files  of  Industrial  Association. 
(97)   S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  13,  1934. 


on  business  and  industry  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  was  contained  in  the  an- 
nouncement that  at  Aberdeen,  Wash- 
ington, the  Grays  Harbor  Lumber 
Company  and  the  Grays  Harbor  Pulp 
and  Paper  Company  had  both  closed 
their  mills  throwing  approximately 
1,000  men  out  of  work  and  that  on  the 
previous  day  the  Eclipse  Mill  situated 
at  Everett,  Washington,  with  about 
250  employees  had  taken  similar  ac- 
tion.99 

On  June  15th  just  before  Mr.  Ryan 
and  Mr.  Plant  went  into  a  conference 
in  which  they  alone  participated,  and 
which  was  to  have  most  important  and 
far-reaching  results,  Ryan  issued  a  state- 
ment in  reply  to  Plant's  rejection  of 
the  proposed  preferential  shop  plan 
which  Ryan  urged  as  a  means  of  set- 
tling the  longshoremen's  strike.  In  this 
statement  Ryan  said: 

"I  agree  with  Mr.  Plant  that  the  situation 
is  too  serious  to  permit  any  of  the  issues 
of  the  strike  to  be  obscured.  It  is  not  a  fact 
that  my  proposal  of  June  13th  is  the  same 
proposal  that  precipitated  the  waterfront 
strike  on  May  9th.  The  Pacific  Coast  dis- 
trict of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  called  the  strike  on  the  issue  of 
an  absolutely  closed  shop  and  full  control 
of  the  hiring  hall.  My  proposition  was  an 
agreement  giving  members  of  our  organiza- 
tion preference  of  all  work  and  joint  control 
of  the  hiring  hall  with  government  super- 
vision. 

"He  said  our  proposition  was  contrary  to 
the  National  Recovery  Act,  that  preferential 
agreements  in  effect  on  the  North  Atlantic 
Coast  and  the  Gulf  Coast  were  continua- 
tions of  an  old  agreement  and  that  their 
legality  had  been  questioned. 

"This  old  agreement  evidently  has  worked 
to  the  mutual  satisfaction  of  all  of  the  east 
coast  employers,  including  Mr.  Plant,  and 
the  clause  giving  preference  to  our  mem- 
bership has  kept  the  Communists  and  the 
radicals  from  infesting  the  piers  of  the  em- 
ployers. 

"It  is  significant  to  note  that  at  the  ex- 


(98)  Labor  Clarion,  June  15,   1934. 

(99)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  15,  1934. 
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piration  of  the  North  Atlantic  agreement  on 
September  30,  1933,  it  was  voluntarily  ex- 
tended one  month  so  that  the  New  York 
Shipping  Association  could  ascertain  their 
rights  under  the  shipping  code  which  the 
American  shipowners  were  promulgating 
under  the  terms  of  the  National  Recovery 
Act. 

"Their  investigation  was  evidently  satis- 
factory as  the  agreement  was  again  renewed 
on  November  4,  effective  September  30, 
1934,  and  that  the  American  Hawaiian 
Steamship  Company,  which  Mr.  Plant  rep- 
resents, not  only  became  a  signatory  party 
to  this  agreement  as  it  had  been  for  many 
years,  but  that  Mr.  J.  D.  Tomlinson's  (re- 
presentative of  the  American  Hawaiian 
Steamship  Co.)  signature  appeared  as  mem- 
ber of  the  committee  that  negotiated  the 
agreement. 

"I  concur  in  the  expressed  desire  of  Mr. 
Plant  that  a  just  settlement  should  be 
speedily  arrived  at  to  relieve  the  public, 
which  is  with  us,  from  the  effects  of  the 
strike. 

"The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  re- 
fused to  grant  the  longshoremen,  the  same 
men  with  whom  they  have  had  a  prefer- 
ential agreement  for  the  past  fourteen  years 
under  the  title  of  the  San  Francisco  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  a  preferential  agree- 
ment in  the  name  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  an  affiliate  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor. 

"The  longshoremen  have  receded  a  great 
distance  from  their  original  position  upon 
which  the  strike  of  May  9th  was  called."100 

At  the  same  time  a  statement  was 
issued  by  Local  90  of  the  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots  of  America  in  which 
it  was  charged  that  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  was  attempting  to  de- 
fend "a  situation  for  which  they  are 
altogether  responsible."101  The  state- 
ment again  brought  up  relations  which 
had  existed  over  a  term  of  years  be- 
tween the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  and  the  San  Francisco  Long- 
shoremen's Association  (Blue  Book). 
"All  the  Marine  Unions,"  it  said,  "are 
on  strike  against  their  unfair  practices 


as  well  as  the  low  wages  and  the  long 
hours  they  impose;"  and  it  closed  with 
a  statement  that  the  masters,  mates  and 
pilots,  marine  engineers  and  sailors, 
firemen,  oilers  and  watertenders  as  well 
as  the  cooks,  stewards  and  longshore- 
men "have  gone  out  and  intend  to  stay 
out  until  recognition  is  given  to  each 
organization  and  the  men  of  each  craft 
can  no  longer  be  coerced  by  a  com- 
pany union." 

National  officials  of  the  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots'  Association  and  the 
Marine  Engineers'  Beneficial  Associa- 
tion made  an  appeal  to  the  Mayor  by 
telegraph  for  his  support  in  connection 
with  the  position  that  those  organiza- 
tions had  taken.  The  telegram  was 
signed  by  C.  F.  Shepler,  National 
President  of  the  Engineers  and  J.  J. 
Delaney,  Vice  President  of  the  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots.102  The  Mayor  tele- 
graphed a  reply  in  which  the  following 
occurred: 

"I  am  now  occupied  in  a  similar  capacity 
in  the  longshoremen's  strike.  I  am  hopeful, 
however,  that  this  matter  will  be  adjusted 
within  ten  days.  As  soon  as  this  is  settled, 
you  may  expect  my  cooperation  and,  if 
necessary,  participation  in  your  matter."  1Q3 

More  evidence  of  the  growing  tend- 
ency towards  a  general  strike  call  was 
evidenced  by  a  statement  sent  from  the 
International  Association  of  Machin- 
ists to  the  various  locals  of  that  organ- 
ization around  San  Francisco  Bay  in 
which  it  was  announced  that  a  sympa- 
thetic strike  vote  of  the  organization 
would  be  taken  on  June  20th.104  Mean- 
while the  Women's  Auxiliary  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion consisting  of  wives,  daughters  and 
sisters  of  strikers  began  distributing  a 
series  of  hand  bills  carrying  the  slogan 
"Forward  to  a  General  Strike  !"105 


(100)  S.  F.  News,  June  15,  1934,  and  see  Exhibit  "FF".        (103)   Ibid. 

(101)  Oakland  Tribune,  June  15,   1934.  (104)   Ibid. 

(102)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  15,   1934.  (105)   Ibid. 
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On  the  same  date,  June  15th,  the 
advisory  committee  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Health  announced  in  connec- 
tion with  a  threatened  epidemic  of  in- 
fantile paralysis,  that  it  had  been  ad- 
vised by  local  wholesale  drug  and 
pharmaceutic  supply  houses  that  sup- 
plies of  serum  were  being  held  on  the 
docks  on  account  of  the  longshoremen's 
strike,  and  that  efforts  to  combat  the 
epidemic  were  being  jeopardized  there- 
by.106 

In  answers  to  this  the  headquarters 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Association 
announced  that  no  such  embargo  on 
medical  supplies  existed  as  there  was 
a  standing  order  issued  to  all  strike 
pickets  that  medical  supplies  of  all 
kinds  must  be  released  at  any  time 
on  requirement  without  interference 
from  strikers.107  The  fact  remains, 
however,  that  there  was  interference 
with  medical  supplies,  as  is  evidenced 
by  the  fact  that  this  question  again  as- 
sumed considerable  prominence  on 
July  4th  when  infantile  paralysis  serum 
consigned  to  the  Hawaiian  Islands  was 
not  permitted  to  be  moved  and  would 
not  have  reached  the  Islands  at  all  had 
it  not  been  for  the  action  of  the  State 
Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners  in 
moving  certain  cars  on  the  waterfront 
at  that  time.108 

It  was  also  about  this  time  that  in- 
direct intimidation  began  to  be  prac- 
ticed upon  persons  having  no  imme- 
diate connection  with  the  waterfront 
difficulties.  Unknown  parties  com- 
menced to  terrorize  executives  in  the 
employ  of  steamship  companies  and 
also  employees  of  the  ports  of  San  Fran- 
cisco and  Oakland  through  the  device 
of  throwing  bricks  through  the  win- 
dows of  their  residences.10*  Milk 


(106)  Ibid. 

(107)  Ibid. 

(108)  Statement  to  writer  on  July  4th  by  Super- 
intendent of  State  Belt  Line  Railroad. 


bottles  filled  with  creosote  were  also 
employed  as  missies  thus  seriously 
damaging  furniture  and  furnishings  in 
homes.  This  method  of  terrorization  and 
intimidation  continued  during  the  bal- 
ance of  the  strike  and  was  even  re- 
sorted to  in  retaliation  against  the  stand 
of  union  officials  with  whom  the  more 
radical  elements  in  the  waterfront 
unions  and  other  organizations  on 
strike,  disagreed.110 

As  already  indicated,  Messrs.  Ryan 
and  Plant  had  entered  into  an  executive 
conference  on  June  1 5th  with  the  hope 
that  through  the  elimination  of  all  per- 
sons excepting  the  two  principals,  some 
sort  of  a  settlement  could  be  reached 
which  would  bring  an  end  to  the  de- 
structive maritime  strike  that  had  been 
in  effect  for  almost  forty  days.  The  dis- 
cussions between  Messrs.  Plant  and 
Ryan  took  place  at  Plant's  residence 
and  the  fact  that  these  two  were  meet- 
ing there  was  known  to  only  a  small 
group  of  persons  intimately  connected 
with  the  longshoremen's  difficulty. 
Rapid  progress  was  made  during  the 
afternoon  of  June  15th  in  drafting  the 
essential  features  of  a  proposed  settle- 
ment. By  early  evening  the  terms  of 
the  proposal  had  been  completed  and 
it  was  decided  to  postpone  further  dis- 
cussion of  the  matter  until  the  follow- 
ing morning  when  the  draft  settlement 
could  be  submitted  for  consideration 
to  the  members  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union.  It  was  also  agreed  that 
Mr.  Ryan  would  again  take  up  with 
Mr.  Plant  on  the  morning  of  June  16th 
the  proposed  agreement  and  that,  in 
the  meantime,  it  would  be  submitted 
to  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
and  if  amendments  were  suggested 
these  would  be  conveyed  to  Mr.  Plant 

(109)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  15,  1934. 

(110)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  20,  1934. 
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by  telephone  and  a  final  draft  of  the 
document  could  thus  be  completed.111 
The  tentative  draft  agreement  was 
considered  on  June  16  at  an  early 
morning  meeting  of  the  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union  and  was  approved 
conditionally112  upon  the  acceptance  of 
its  terms  by  the  Industrial  Association 
with  which  the  Waterfront  Employers 
had  been  cooperating  since  the  ex- 
change of  letters  between  the  Indus- 
trial Association  and  the  Chamber  of 
Commerce  on  June  12th  and  13th.  In 
order  to  consider  the  proposals  a  meet- 
ing of  the  Special  Strike  Advisory 
Committee  of  the  Industrial  Associa- 
tion was  called  and  the  proposed 
settlement  was  carefully  gone  over  by 
the  members  of  the  committee.  No 
objection  was  found  to  any  of  its  basic 
terms  but  a  slight  change  in  phrase- 
ology was  believed  to  be  desirable  in 
connection  with  one  paragraph.113 
Three  proposed  drafts  of  this  para- 
graph were  drawn  up  all  of  which  were 
transmitted  by  telephone  to  Mr.  Plant 
at  his  home.  At  this  time  Mr.  Plant 
advised  that  he  and  Mr.  Ryan  were 
prepared  to  sign  the  agreement  as 
drafted,  subject  only  to  Ryan's  possi- 
ble exception  to  the  section  under  dis- 
cussion. A  few  moments  later  Mr. 
Plant  'phoned  to  the  offices  of  the  In- 
dustrial Association  and  advised  that 
one  of  the  drafts  of  the  paragraph 
which  had  been  questioned  had  been 
accepted  by  Mr.  Ryan  and  that  both  he 
and  Mr.  Ryan  had  appended  their 
signatures  to  the  agreement  in  this  new 
form.114  He  also  stated  that  Mayor 
Rossi  had  requested  that  if  any  pro- 
posal looking  toward  an  agreement  was 
finally  worked  out  and  the  terms  of 
such  an  agreement  were  mutually  sat- 


(111)  Statements  of  T.  G.  Plant  to  writer. 

(112)  Conference  participated  in  by  writer. 

(113)  Files  of  Industrial  Association. 


isfactory  to  both  employers  and  em- 
ployees that  the  several  employer  and 
union  groups  which  had  been  discuss- 
ing this  matter  over  the  previous  two 
or  three  days  should  immediately  con- 
vene in  the  Mayor's  office  for  the 
purpose  of  appending  all  necessary 
signatures  to  the  final  document  and 
completing  the  formalities  relative  to 
termination  of  the  strike. 

A  hasty  call  was  therefore  sent  out 
to  all  parties  requesting  them  to  come 
to  the  Mayor's  office  as  speedily  as 
possible  and  there  shortly  gathered 
representatives  of  the  City  and  County, 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union, 
of  the  Industrial  Association,  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Association,  of  the 
Teamsters,  and  of  the  President's  medi- 
ation board.  Those  present  at  the  meet- 
ing115 which  lasted  for  several  hours 
were:  Hon.  Angelo  J.  Rossi,  Mayor 
of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, Thomas  G.  Plant,  President  of 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  John 
F.  Forbes  and  Albert  E.  Boynton, 
respectively  President  and  Managing 
Director  of  the  Industrial  Association 
of  San  Francisco,  Colbert  Coldwell, 
representing  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
the  Industrial  Association  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  also  the  Citizens  Committee, 
Dr.  J.  L.  Leonard,  Chairman  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Regional  Labor  Board 
and  member  of  the  President's  Media- 
tion Board,  and  Judge  C.  A.  Reynolds 
of  Seattle,  Regional  Chairman  in  the 
Northern  community  and  also  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Mediation  Board,  Joseph 
P.  Ryan  representing  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  as  its  In- 
ternational President,  William  J.  Lewis, 
President  of  the  Pacific  Coast  District 
of  the  I.  L.  A.,  A.  H.  Peterson,  a 


(114)  Statement  by  presiding  officer  to  those 
present  at  Industrial  Association  Com- 
mittee meeting. 
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member  of  the  I.  L.  A.  Executive  Com- 
mittee, and  J.  J.  Finnegan  also  of  the 
same  Committee,  Michael  Casey,  Presi- 
dent of  the  Teamsters'  Union  of  San 
Francisco  and  Vice  President  of  the  In- 
ternational Brotherhood  of  Teamsters, 
John  P.  McLaughlin,  Secretary  of  the 
Teamsters'  Union  of  San  Francisco, 
and  Dave  Beck,  President  of  the 
Teamsters'  Union  of  Seattle. 

Just  before  the  conference  convened 
and  as  Ryan  was  going  into  the  exec- 
utive meeting  at  Mayor  Rossi's  office 
he  said: 

"The  employers  and  my  group  have  ar- 
rived at  an  agreement  right  now.  This 
agreement  must  be  very  carefully  worded  so 
as  to  carry  the  whole  coast.  There  is  really 
only  one  word  in  the  agreement  over  which 
we  have  yet  to  get  together.  The  situation 
is  better  than  it  has  ever  been  in  the  whole 
course  of  negotiations."116 

Although  the  conference  in  Mayor 
Rossi's  office  lasted  for  almost  four 
hours  before  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment were  actually  announced,  the  dis- 
cussions there  largely  centered  about 
two  points.117  One  of  these  had  to  do 
with  the  phraseology  which  should  be 
adopted  in  connection  with  sympathetic 
strikes.  Mr.  Casey  urged  strongly  that 
the  wording  which  had  appeared  in  the 
teamsters'  agreement  for  many  years 
should  be  incorporated  in  the  agree- 
ment between  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers and  the  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion. While  there  was  no  objection  to 
this  phraseology  on  the  part  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers  or  the  Indus- 
trial Association,  Mr.  Ryan  did  offer 
some  objections  to  it  and  urged  that 
phraseology  more  nearly  approximat- 
ing that  contained  in  the  New  York 
longshore  agreement  as  regards  sympa- 
thetic strikes  and  non-stoppage  of  work 

(116)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  16,  1934. 

(117)  Statement  to  writer  by  Albert  E.   Boyn- 
ton,  Managing  Director,  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation. 


during  the  pendency  of  disputes,  should 
be  used  in  its  stead.  Mr.  Ryan's  point 
of  view  finally  prevailed  and  the  lan- 
guage which  he  preferred  with  one 
slight  amendment  suggested  by  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  but 
which  was  agreeable  to  him,  was  in- 
corporated in  the  final  document.118 
Much  longer  discussions  took  place 
over  that  portion  of  the  agreement  re- 
lating to  its  termination  date.  As  orig- 
inally proposed,  it  was  suggested  that 
the  agreement  should  terminate  on  Sep- 
tember 30th,  1934,  this  being  the  date 
on  which  the  Atlantic  seaboard  agree- 
ment also  expired. n?  Strong  objections, 
however,  were  raised  to  this  suggestion 
by  representatives  of  the  employers  on 
the  ground  that  the  time  which  would 
elapse  between  the  acceptance  of  the 
agreement  and  its  expiration  date 
would  be  so  short  that  satisfactory 
experience  could  not  be  had  with  the 
operation  of  the  agreement  and  that 
the  entire  San  Francisco  waterfront 
and  the  shipping  in  other  Pacific  Coast 
ports  might  again  be  disrupted  if,  on 
September  30th,  1934,  a  new  agree- 
ment satisfactory  to  both  parties  could 
not  be  consummated.120  As  finally  ac- 
cepted the  language  of  this  controver- 
sial point  provided  that  the  agreement 
should  be  binding  until  September 
30th,  1934,  and  should  remain  in  ef- 
fect from  year  to  year  thereafter  un- 
less 30  days'  notice  in  writing  was 
given  by  either  party  prior  to  its  ex- 
piration. Failure  to  give  such  notice 
would  continue  the  agreement  in  ef- 
fect for  another  year. 

Some  of  the  most  interesting  features 
of  the  settlement,  however,  were  those 
which  did  not  find  a  place  in  the  public 
prints  and  concerning  which  no  for- 
mal record  was  made.  As  to  that  por- 

(118)  Ibid. 

(119)  Files  of  Industrial  Association. 

(120)  Statement  to  writer  by  Albert  E.  Boyntoo. 
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tion  of  the  agreement  providing  for 
arbitration  of  wages  and  hours,  it  was 
understood  that  the  arbitration  pro- 
ceedings would  commence  within  ten 
days  after  the  agreement  had  been 
signed.121  It  was  also  understood  that 
the  paragraph  from  the  Atlantic  agree- 
ment providing  for  non-stoppage  of 
work  pending  the  adjustment  of  dis- 
putes, with  the  closing  phrase  "or  for 
any  other  cause"  added,  distinctly 
meant  that  there  should  be  no  sympa- 
thetic strikes  by  the  I.  L.  A.  irrespec- 
tive of  other  waterfront  disputes.122 

Possibly  the  most  important  and  in- 
teresting of  all  these  discussions  which 
took  place,  however,  had  to  do  with 
the  relationship  of  the  teamsters  to  the 
waterfront  situation.  Mr.  Casey,  as  the 
representative  of  the  Brotherhood  of 
Teamsters,  was  asked  if  it  would  be 
understood,  in  case  an  agreement  satis- 
factory to  Mr.  Ryan  could  be  entered 
into,  that  the  teamsters  would  take  the 
position  that  irrespective  of  any  action 
which  might  be  taken  by  the  member- 
ship of  the  I.  L.  A.,  the  teamsters 
would  consider  that  the  agreement  was 
fair  from  the  standpoint  of  labor,  and 
that  they  would  immediately  cease  their 
boycott  of  the  waterfront  and  would 
return  to  their  accustomed  tasks,  namely 
the  hauling  of  freight  from  any  point 
of  origin  irrespective  of  who  might 
have  handled  it  or  to  whom  it  was 
consigned.  Mr.  Casey  assured  those 
present  that  he  would  pursue  this 
course  and  that  the  Teamsters'  Union 
would  consider  that  the  waterfront 
strike  was  over,  providing  an  agree- 
ment satisfactory  to  Mr.  Ryan  and  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  could  be 
reached.12* 

While  the  agreement  is  carried  in 
full  as  an  exhibit,124  its  essential  fea- 


tures are  summarized  herewith: 

1.  The    agreement    was     between    the 
waterfront   employers  of  Seattle,   Portland, 
San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  and  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Association,  the 
latter  acting  through  its  International  Presi- 
dent and  the  officers  of  the  Pacific  District. 

2.  The  purpose  of  the  agreement  was 
the  promotion  of  permanent  industrial  re- 
lations and  the  agreement  sets  forth  that  in 
order  to  accomplish  this,  responsible  leader- 
ship and  responsible  membership  must  be 
established  in  both  employer  and  employee 
groups. 

3.  The  waterfront  employers  recognized 
the   International   Longshoremen's   Associa- 
tion as  representative  of  the  longshoremen 
for  the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining. 

4.  Collective   bargaining  was   stated   to 
consist  of  "joint  and  equal  control  of  em- 
ployment policies  and  of  the  management 
of  hiring  and  dispatching  halls." 

5.  There  should  be  no  discrimination  by 
either  party  because  of  membership  or  non- 
membership  in  any  labor  union. 

6.  Employers  were  free  to   select  their 
workmen  among  those  eligible  and  work- 
men were  free  to  select  their  jobs. 

7.  A  labor  relations  committee  consist- 
ing of  three  employers  and  three  longshore- 
men was  to  be  set  up  for  each  port  which 
was  to  be  charged  with  the  responsibility 
of,    (a)    determining   wages    and    working 
rules,    (b)    establishing    hiring    halls    and 
rules  for  their  operations  and  to  supervise 
the  operations  of  these  halls,  (c)  to  act  as 
a  cooirt  of  appeals  in  case  of  dispute,   to 
investigate  complaints  and  in  the  event  of 
inability  of  the  committee  to  agree,  to  select 
a  disinterested  impartial  chairman  with  a 
binding  vote. 

8.  The  deadline  after   which   no   long- 
shoremen   might    be    considered    as    being 
attached  to  the  industry  and  entitled  to  em- 
ployment was  set  at  December  31st,  1933, 
and  employer  pay  rolls  were  to  be  used  as 
the  factual  basis  on  which  to  ascertain  the 
names  of  those  eligible. 

9.  No  additional  men  were  to  be  hired 
unless    a   need   for   such   additions    is    ap- 
proved   by   the   labor   relations   committee. 
Qualifications   for   registration   were   to  be 
determined  by  the  same  organization. 

10.  There  should  be  no  discrimination 


(121)  Files  of  the  Industrial  Association. 

(122)  Ibid. 


(123)  Statement  to  writer  by  Albert  E. 
ton,  and  see  page  78. 

(124)  See  Exhibit  "HH". 
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in  connection  with  registration  because  of 
affiliation  or  non-affiliation  with  a  labor 
organization. 

11.  The  labor  relations  committee  was 
authorized  to  determine  the  maximum  num- 
ber of  hours  a  man  might  be  permitted  to 
work  in  any  given  period  of  time. 

12.  Rent  and  expense  of  the  hiring  hall 
and    the    hiring   of    the  staff   were    to    be 
borne  jointly  by  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment. Longshoremen  working  on  the  water- 
front and  who  were  not  members  of  the 
International    Longshoremen's    Association, 
were  required  to  pay  their  pro-  rata  share 
of  the  expense  borne  by  the  members  of 
the  I.  L.  A. 

13.  Employers   pledged   themselves   not 
to  attempt  to  undermine  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  or  to  induce  its 
members  to  give  up  their  membership.     In 
addition,  the  I.  L.  A.  was  permitted  to  dis- 
cipline  its    members    for    violation    of    its 
rules  and  the  labor  relations  committee  was 
authorized  to  strike  names  from  the  regis- 
tration lists  but  this  was  the  only  way  in 
which  an  ineligible  longshoreman  could  be 
refused  employment. 

The  remaining  sections  related  to 
the  matter  of  arbitration,  stoppage  of 
work  and  expiration  date  already 
touched  on,  except  that  there  was  also 
a  provision  to  the  effect  that  longshore- 
men would  return  to  work  on  June 
18th  and  that  any  wage  adjustment 
affected  by  arbitration  should  be  retro- 
active to  that  date. 

The  agreement  was  signed  on  behalf 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
in  each  of  the  principal  ports  on  the 
Pacific  Coast  by  Mr.  Plant,  and  on  be- 
half of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  by  Mr.  Ryan.  The 
agreement  contained  an  interesting 
clause  among  the  signatory  features 
when  the  representatives  of  the  Team- 
sters' Union  in  San  Francisco  and 
Seattle  signed  with  the  following  guar- 
antee: "We  each  guarantee  the  observ- 
ance of  this  agreement  by  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association 

(125)  Statement  of  Albert  E.  Boynton  to  writer. 


membership."  This  underwriting  was 
also  guaranteed  by  Messrs.  Reynold 
and  Leonard  for  the  President's  Medi- 
ation Board  and  by  Mayor  Rossi.  The 
agreement  was  also  signed  by  J.  J.  Fin- 
negan  as  a  member  of  the  Executive 
Committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.  However, 
Lewis  as  the  President  of  the  Pacific 
Coast  District  of  the  I.  L.  A.  refused 
to  append  his  signature  to  the  agree- 
ment, stating  at  the  time  that  he  felt 
he  could  not  sign  until  the  agreement 
had  been  submitted  to  the  member- 
ship.125 The  Industrial  Association,  as 
a  community  organization,  representing 
all  business  interests,  was  also  a  signa- 
tory to  the  agreement  through  its  Pres- 
ident, John  F.  Forbes,  when  it  guar- 
anteed the  observance  of  the  agreement 
by  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union. 
One  extremely  interesting  and  im- 
portant development  not  without  sig- 
nificance in  possible  relationship  to  the 
agreement  discussed  above,  manifested 
itself  on  the  day  it  was  signed.  In  an 
effort  to  force  a  speedy  termination  of 
the  maritime  difficulties  the  Industrial 
Association  had,  for  some  days  preced- 
ing, contacted  with  the  publishers  of 
the  principal  newspapers  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  area  pointing  out  to  them 
the  serious  effects  of  the  strike  on  the 
entire  community  and  urging  that  some 
common  action  should  be  undertaken 
by  the  metropolitan  press.  These  con- 
ferences resulted  in  an  understanding 
being  reached  between  the  publishers 
of  the  papers  that  simultaneous  edi- 
torials would  appear  on  the  morning 
of  June  16th  all  directed  toward  the 
general  idea  of  an  early  settlement  of 
the  strike  difficulties.  This  agreement 
was  carried  out  and  most  of  the  papers 
published  on  their  front  pages  the 
editorial  material  which  they  had  pre- 
pared. 
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The  editorial  in  the  San  Francisco 
"Examiner"  was  headed  "The  Dock 
Strike  Situation"  and  opened  with  this 
lead  statement: 

"There  seems  to  be  no  practical  basis 
for  peaceful  or  reasonably  quick  settlement 
of  the  waterfront  strike  except  the  agree- 
ment that  was  approved  by  representatives 
of  the  employers,  the  labor  unions  and  the 
federal  government."  (The  agreement  of 
May  28th.) 

The  Chronicle  editorial  had  as  its 
lead  the  following: 

"The  moment  has  come  when  it  is  im- 
perative that  the  dock  strike  shall  end. 
Sound  leadership  must  bring  peace  by  a 
meeting  of  minds,  before  unsound  leader- 
ship brings  the  clash  of  force." 

The  San  Francisco  Call-Bulletin 
stated  in  its  editorial  that  the  city  had 
for  weeks  been  the  scene  of  a  struggle 
between  two  groups  and  that  the 
greater  interests  of  the  community 
could  not  allow  this  contest  to  con- 
tinue. It  then  went  on  to  state  "Peace 
must  be  negotiated  on  the  basis  of  an 
agreement  fair  to  both  sides  and  pro- 
tective of  the  rights  of  the  public." 
In  the  San  Francisco  News  it  was  stat- 
ed "Today  the  situation  is  rapidly 
passing  out  of  the  hands  of  moderates 
on  either  side  and  San  Francisco  is 
threatened  with  a  bloody  and  enor- 
mously costly  war  to  the  finish."  The 
Oakland  Tribune  headed  its  editorial 
"Rights  of  the  public  can  no  longer 
be  ignored,"  and  then  laid  emphasis 
on  the  paralysis  of  shipping  which  had 
affected  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area. 

All  of  these  editorials  urged  that  a 
settlement  should  immediately  be  ef- 
fected on  the  basis  of  the  agreement  of 
May  28th.  This  was  characterized  by 
the  newspaper  publishers  as  a  fair  and 
impartial  agreement  and  in  most  of 
the  editorials  it  was  stated  that  the 
agreement  had  provided  for  recogni- 

(126)  See  Exhibit  "BB". 


tion  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association,  for  joint  control  of 
hiring  halls  with  final  government  veto 
in  case  of  dispute  and  with  arbitration 
of  hours  and  wages.  All  the  editorials 
took  the  position  that  the  agreement 
surrendered  no  rights  or  privileges  of 
labor  and  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  rep- 
resented a  definite  series  of  gains  for 
labor.  Most  of  them  laid  emphasis  on 
the  fact  that  the  waterfront  of  San 
Francisco  was  the  property  of  the 
people  of  the  City  and  State  and  that 
the  rights  which  the  citizens  enjoyed 
were  superior  to  the  rights  or  preju- 
dices of  either  party  to  the  controversy. 
At  the  same  time  and  in  the  same 
edition  that  carried  these  striking  edi- 
torial statements,  there  were  published 
the  terms  of  the  so-called  "Portland 
Plan"  of  settlement.126  This  plan  was 
not  different  in  its  essential  features 
from  that  which  was  approved  by  rep- 
resentatives of  employers  and  em- 
ployees in  San  Francisco  on  June  16th. 
It  provided,  with  considerable  more  de- 
tail, for  the  limitations  to  be  estab- 
lished on  the  workers  who  would  be 
eligible  for  employment,  included 
grain-handlers  and  dock  workers  as  a 
special  classification,  set  forth  that  there 
were  approximately  53  gangs  of  long- 
shoremen who  were  regularly  employed 
on  the  waterfront  and  that  such  gangs 
should  be  retained  in  their  employ- 
ment, subject  to  the  general  dispatch- 
ing regulations  that  gangs  should  be 
dispatched  in  accordance  with  the 
peculiar  qualifications  of  men  to  do 
special  kinds  of  longshoring  work  and 
the  right  of  the  employer  to  request 
certain  gangs  for  particular  classes  of 
work.  It  contained  one  feature  not 
found  in  the  San  Francisco  settlement. 
This  provided  for  the  actual  drawing 
up  of  an  agreement  within  ten  days  of 
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the  termination  of  the  strike  and  in 
case  of  failure  of  the  parties  to  the 
agreement  to  arrange  its  terms  to  sub- 
mit the  controversial  points  to  arbi- 
tration. As  in  the  San  Francisco  agree- 
ment a  labor  relations  committee  of  six 
was  provided  and  this  committee  was  to 
be  vested  with  approximately  the  same 
powers,  duties,  and  responsibilities  as 
in  the  San  Francisco  agreement.  The 
agreement  contained  a  specific  provi- 
sion that  there  should  be  no  discrimin- 
ation between  men  because  of  their 
affiliation  or  lack  of  affiliation  with 
any  labor  organization  or  in  any 
other  respect,  and  finally  provided 
for  arbitration  retroactive  to  the  date 
of  the  resumption  of  work  and 
for  a  non-stoppage  of  work  clause 
similar  to  that  found  in  the  San  Fran- 
cisco settlement.  In  connection  with 
the  proposed  Portland  settlement  it  was 
pointed  out  in  some  of  the  newspaper 
dispatches  that  the  Portland  plan  did 
not  meet  as  many  of  the  demands  of 
the  strikers  as  did  the  rejected  pro- 
posal submitted  to  the  longshoremen's 
locals  as  a  result  of  the  understand- 
ing of  May  28th.127 

It  was  generally  assumed  in  all 
quarters  that  the  signing  of  the  agree- 
ment of  June  16th  definitely  marked 
the  close  of  the  39  day-old  strike.  The 
afternoon  papers  published  late  on  June 
16th  which  carried  the  news  of  the 
signing  of  the  agreement  differed, 
however,  as  to  the  steps  which  would 
have  to  be  taken  in  order  to  put  it  into 
effect.  According  to  the  Call-Bulletin 
the  agreement  did  not  require  sub- 
mission to,  and  ratification  by,  the 
membership  of  the  I.  L.  A.  locals.  On 
the  other  hand  the  San  Francisco  News 
insisted  from  the  first  that  the  pact  as 
agreed  to  could  not  be  formally  ac- 


(127)   S.  F.  Examiner,  June  16,  1934. 


cepted  and  the  men  returned  to  work 
until  it  had  been  submitted  and  had 
received  the  affirmative  approval  of  a 
majority  of  all  those  voting  in  the 
various  Pacific  Coast  ports.  Events 
proved  that  the  strike  was  far  from 
being  over  and  that  securing  the  ratifi- 
cation and  approval  of  the  agreement 
by  the  membership  of  the  Pacific  Coast 
locals  presented  an  obstacle  which  it 
was  going  to  be  enormously  difficult 
to  overcome  no  matter  what  the  terms 
of  the  proposed  settlement  might  be. 

The  newspapers  published  on  June 
17th  not  only  carried  statements  to  the 
effect  that  the  proposed  agreement 
would  be  considered  at  meetings  of  the 
locals  to  be  held  up  and  down  the 
Pacific  Coast  on  that  day,  but  also 
carried  conflicting  statements  from  the 
heads  of  various  unions  involved  in 
the  waterfront  strike  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  settlement  and  the  steps  to  be 
taken  in  order  to  secure  its  acceptance. 
When  Ryan  was  asked  on  the  previous 
evening  whether  he  had  any  question 
as  to  the  ratification  of  the  agreement 
by  the  Union  he  said:128 

"Under  any  circumstances  the  longshore- 
men will  go  back  to  work  Monday.  There 
is  no  question  but  that  they  will  approve 
and  ratify  it.  When  I  talk  to  them  to- 
morrow and  explain  it  they  will  ratify  it. 
This  is  the  best  agreement  ever  registered 
for  a  group  of  men  who  have  been  in  the 
A.  F.  of  L.  such  a  short  time.  Under  the 
settlement,  we  retain  the  right  to  discipline 
ooir  members,  which  means  that  we  can 
kick  out  any  member  who  doesn't  abide  by 
the  majority's  rule. 

"The  man  who  doesn't  belong  to  the 
union,  under  the  terms  of  this  contract, 
must  pay  the  same  pro  rata  share  for  the 
upkeep  of  the  hiring  hall  as  the  man  who 
does  belong  to  the  union,  so  there  will  be 
no  reason  for  keeping  out  of  the  union. 
This  will  mean  that  in  four  months  at  the 
most,  we  will  have  a  closed  shop." 

(128)   S.  F.  Examiner,  June  17,  1934. 
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A  somewhat  similar  stand  was  taken 
by  Mr.  Finnegan  who  pointed  out  that 
the  agreement  marked  "the  first  major 
union  entrance  into  Los  Angeles  har- 
bor."12? Beck  of  the  Seattle  Teamsters' 
Union  announced  that  the  strike  was 
over  and  that  he  was  flying  back  to 
Seattle.130 

Officials  of  other  unions,  however, 
took  a  contrary  stand.  The  Executive 
Committee  of  the  Masters,  Mates  and 
Pilots  issued  a  statement131  in  which 
it  was  said: 

"We  wish  to  state  that  no  settlement 
has  been  made.  We  are  standing  united 
for  a  settlement  satisfactory  to  all  unions 
on  strike." 

Similarly  officers  of  the  Marine  En- 
gineers' Beneficial  Union  said:  "Re- 
gardless of  the  recent  report  relative  to 
an  agreement  signed  by  Mr.  Ryan, 
President  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  we  are 
standing  for  a  settlement  satisfactory 
to  all  striking  unions."132  An  an- 
nouncement made  by  S.  A.  Silvers, 
business  agent  of  the  Seamen's  Union, 
said:  "We  will  not  go  back  to  work 
until  our  demands  are  met  regardless 
of  whether  or  not  the  longshoremen 
do."133 

Dewey  Bennett,  Secretary  of  the 
Seattle  Local  of  the  I.  L.  A.  after  ex- 
pressing doubt  as  to  whether  the  agree- 
ment would  be  approved  by  the  Seattle 
longshoremen,  said:  "The  men  are  be- 
coming more  and  more  insistent  on 
complete  control  of  the  hiring  hall."134 

In  view  of  subsequent  developments, 
however,  perhaps  the  most  significant 
statement  was  that  made  by  Michael 
Casey,  President  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  of  San  Francisco.  Mr.  Casey 
reiterated  to  representatives  of  the  press 
the  stand  which  he  had  taken  in  the 

(129)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  17,  1934. 

(130)  Ibid. 

(131)  Ibid. 

(132)  Ibid. 

(133)  Ibid. 


conference  in  Mayor  Rossi's  office  and 
is  reported  as  having  said: 

"Our  men  will  return  to  work  Monday 
morning,  regardless  of  what  action  is  taken 
by  the  longshoremen  at  their  Sunday  meet- 
ing. No  ratification  by  our  membership  is 
required."13} 

There  was  not  sufficient  time  to  issue 
formal  notice  to  the  members  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  in  San 
Francisco  that  a  meeting  to  consider 
ratification  of  the  agreement  would  be 
held  on  the  day  following  its  signa- 
ture, namely,  June  17th.  In  fact,  there 
was  some  question  as  to  where  the  re- 
sponsibility lay  for  actually  calling  the 
meeting  to  consider  ratification.  It  was 
stated  in  some  quarters  that  the  meet- 
ing which  was  held  that  afternoon  had 
been  called  by  Harry  Bridges  and  that 
after  the  call  had  been  sent  out  other 
I.  L.  A.  officials  acceded  to  the  sug- 
gestion of  a  ratification  meeting.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  press  for  June 
17th  carried  a  statement  that  "All 
members  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  are  urged  by 
William  J.  Lewis,  District  President, 
to  attend  the  special  meeting  at  Eagles 
Hall,  273  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  at 
2  P.  M.  to  vote  on  the  strike  settle- 
ment agreement."136 

At  the  same  time  prediction  was 
made  that  the  agreement  would  be 
ratified.  A  joint  statement  issued  by 
Ryan  and  Lewis  contained  the  follow- 
ing paragraph: 

"We  believe  this  is  the  best  agreement 
for  settlement  of  this  coastwise  strike  that 
could  be  reached.  We  will  make  every 
effort  to  have  the  membership  endorse  it 
at  their  meetings  on  Sunday."137 

Harry  Bridges,  Chairman  of  the  San 
Francisco  I.  L.  A.  strike  committee, 


(134)  S.  F.  Examiner,  Tune  17,  1934. 

(135)  Ibid. 

(136)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  17,  1934. 

(137)  Oakland  Tribune,  June  17,  1934. 
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said  that  the  strikers  would  return  to 
work  provided  the  agreement  received 
a  two-thirds  vote  of  approval  of  the 
union's  entire  Pacific  Coast  member- 
ship.^ 

The  meeting  at  Eagles  Hall,  San 
Francisco,  to  consider  the  strike  vote 
was  a  tempestuous  one.  Radicals  in  the 
Longshoremen's  Association,  including 
Bridges,  apparently  sensing  the  fact 
that  if  the  conservative  members  of 
the  Union  gained  control  of  the  meet- 
ing there  was  a  strong  likelihood  that 
the  proposals  contained  in  the  agree- 
ment would  be  approved,  dispatched  a 
series  of  runners,  said  to  number  more 
than  one  hundred,  each  provided  with 
a  list  of  radical  longshoremen,  whom 
he  was  required  to  interview.  These 
men  were  instructed,  it  is  said,  to  come 
to  the  meeting  on  the  following  day 
as  early  as  possible  in  order  to  fill  all 
available  seats,  to  be  prepared  to  vote 
against  ratification  of  the  agreement, 
and  to  turn  down  any  motions  designed 
to  accomplish  any  other  result  than  a 
continuation  of  the  strike,  and  gen- 
erally to  oppose  Ryan  and  the  con- 
servative members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  Dis- 
trict Board.1 39  That  these  orders  were 
effective  was  indicated  by  the  actual 
progress  of  the  meeting  itself,  and  also 
by  the  fact  that  the  hall  was  packed 
to  overflowing  long  before  the  sched- 
uled time  set  for  the  meeting.140  Hun- 
dreds of  men  eligible  to  attend  the 
meeting  were  unable  to  obtain  entrance 
to  the  hall  and  consequently  were  de- 
nied any  right  to  participate  in  the 
proceedings.  The  meeting  started 
promptly  at  2  P.  M.  and  was  immedi- 
ately marked  by  violent  and  vitupera- 
tive attacks  on  the  settlement.  The 

(138)  Ibid. 

(139)  Statement  by  Ryan  on  July  18th  in  Mayor 
Rossi's  office. 

(140)  Statement  by  Judge  C.  A.   Reynolds,  an 
eye-witness. 


speakers,  mostly  from  the  floor,  occu- 
pied about  twenty  minutes  and  served 
to  whip  the  meeting  into  a  frenzy  of 
anti-agreement  sentiment.  Ryan  did  not 
arrive  at  the  meeting  until  almost  2:30 
and  by  this  time  the  battle  had  already 
been  lost.  He  immediately  took  the 
platform  and  attempted  to  swing  the 
meeting  toward  a  favorable  consider- 
ation of  the  agreement  and,  according 
to  those  who  were  present,  made  a 
strong  case  in  favor  of  its  acceptance. 
After  he  had  been  talking  for  some- 
time, however,  the  meeting  became 
somewhat  unmanageable  and  in  the 
course  of  the  proceedings  about  fifteen 
longshoremen  marched  up  on  the  plat- 
form and  literally  threatened  Ryan  with 
physical  violence  unless  he  withdrew 
his  active  support  of  the  proposal.141 
Faced  not  only  with  apparent  open 
opposition  of  the  majority  of  those 
present  but  also  by  the  possibility  of 
physical  violence  being  done  to  him 
if  he  continued  in  his  support  of  the 
agreement  Ryan  veered  away  and  prac- 
tically surrendered  to  the  will  of  the 
more  radical  longshoremen  in  control 
of  the  meeting.142  Unanimously  and 
by  acclamation  those  present  rejected 
the  agreement,  after  a  proposal  for  a 
secret  ballot  had  also  been  rejected  by 
acclamation. 14^  The  results  of  the  San 
Francisco  meeting  were  immediately 
transmitted  by  long  distance  telephone 
to  all  other  Pacific  Coast  ports  and  it 
is  probable  affected  results  in  other 
communities.144  Rejection  of  the  pro- 
posed agreement  was  voted  the  same 
day  in  Portland,  San  Diego  and 
Tacoma.145  In  Los  Angeles,  however, 
the  vote  was  638  to  584  for  accept- 
ance. In  Seattle  no  action  was  taken. 


(141)  Statement  by  Judge  Reynolds. 

(142)  Statement  by  Judge  Reynolds. 

(143)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  18,  1934. 

(144)  Statement  of  J.  P.  Ryan. 

(145)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  18,  1934. 
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The  rejection  in  San  Francisco  was 
based  on  the  grounds  that  the  settle- 
ment failed  to  take  into  account  the 
demands  of  the  other  maritime  unions 
that  had  struck  in  sympathy  with  the 
longshoremen.146  After  the  decision  of 
rejection  had  been  reached  Ryan  dis- 
cussed the  action  of  the  Union  with 
press  representatives.  At  that  time  he 
said: 

'"It  is  no  longer  a  longshoremen's  strike. 
It  has  become  a  waterfront  strike.  I  am 
going  to  take  a  back  seat  and  let  someone 
else  take  a  hand  in  settling  it."147 

Later  Ryan  enlarged  on  this  state- 
ment, as  follows: 

"Although  I  regret  the  fact  that  we  were 
unable  to  arrive  at  a  settlement  I  am  not 
deserting  my  membership.  Under  the  new 
conditions  that  now  prevail,  however,  I  feel 
that  I  must  drop  out  for  the  moment  and 
let  the  new  committee  handle  the  situation. 

"When  I  came  here  I  was  under  the  im- 
pression that  I  was  to  handle  the  long- 
shoremen's case.  I  believed,  and  still  be- 
lieve, we  were  granted  fairly  satisfactory 
terms.  Now,  we  find  that  the  situation  has 
developed  into  a  marine  argument  in  which 
all  unions  must  be  satisfied  before  the 
strike  is  officially  ended.  Under  the  circum- 
stances I  have  no  choice  but  to  stand  by 
for  the  moment."148 

When  asked  whether  or  not  there 
was  any  likelihood  that  the  charter  of 
the  local  would  be  revoked  because  of 
the  action  which  had  been  taken  Ryan 
said: 

"If  the  men  feel  that  loyalty  to  other 
unions  makes  it  necessary  to  refuse  the 
agreement  there  will  be  no  reprisals."  149 

When  Michael  Casey  of  the  Team- 
sters' Union  was  asked  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  action  of  the  longshoremen 
had  affected  his  statement  made  on 
June  16th  that  the  teamsters  would 
return  to  work,  he  said: 

(146)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  18,  1934. 

(147)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  18,  1934. 

(148)  Ibid. 

(149)  Ibid. 

(150)  Ibid. 


"When  I  said  that  I  assumed  that  the 
strike  was  over.  We  will  make  no  move 
until  the  situation  clarifies.  I  believe  there 
is  still  a  possibility  of  settlement.  But 
sending  teamsters  to  the  waterfront  today 
would  only  result  in  confusion  and  pos- 
sibly worse.  After  today  it  might  be  another 
story."1 5° 

When  Lewis  was  asked  what  his 
point  of  view  was  relative  to  the  team- 
sters he  said: 

"I  don't  believe  the  teamsters  will  haul 
scab  cargo  no  matter  who  orders  them  to. 
But  if  they  try  to  do  it  anyway  a  mighty 
serious  situation  will  result."151 

The  appointment  of  a  strike  commit- 
tee consisting  of  five  delegates  elected 
from  each  of  the  unions  on  strike  was 
decided  on  as  a  means  of  preserving 
the  united  front  that  had  been  estab- 
lished. Joseph  Johnson,  President  of 
the  San  Francisco  local,  immediately 
appointed  as  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association's  representa- 
tives on  this  committee  Harry  Bridges, 
John  D.  Shoemaker,  Charles  Cutright, 
John  McClellan  and  Henry  Schmidt.152 
This  committee  was  identical  in  its 
composition  with  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  longshoremen's  strike 
committee.  Subsequent  developments 
disclosed  that  a  majority,  if  not  all,  of 
the  committee  were  affiliated  with  the 
Communist  Party.153 

Shortly  after  the  rejection  of  the 
settlement  a  statement  was  issued154 
by  Ivan  F.  Cox,  Secretary  of  the  San 
Francisco  local  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Association,  outlining  the  reasons  that 
actuated  that  organization  in  rejecting 
and  repudiating  the  signature  of  the 
International  President  of  the  Union. 
The  statement  said: 

"The  membership  of  the  local  union  of 
international  longshoremen  at  a  special 
meeting  held  yesterday  afternoon  at  Eagles 

(151)  Ibid. 

(152)  Ibid. 

(153)  Western  Worker. 

(154)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  18,  1934. 
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Hall,  without  a  dissenting  vote,  unani- 
mously rejected  the  proposal  submitted  by 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Association  and 
I.  L.  A.  President  Joseph  P.  Ryan. 

"The  membership  of  local  union  I.  L.  A. 
positively  refuses  to  return  to  work  until 
satisfactory  settlement  is  made  with  other 
maritime  unions  out  on  strike. 

"Sufficient  confidence  has  been  expressed 
to  us  by  members  of  the  local  Teamsters' 
Union,  unofficially,  to  assure  that  even 
though  they  should  be  ordered  to  return  to 
work — they  will  still  maintain  their  stand 
not  to  move  freight  to  and  from  the  docks. 

"The  proposal  as  given  would  automatic- 
ally compel  the  members  of  I.  L.  A.  to 
work  with  strikebreakers  and  other  elements 
which  have  been  to  the  great  detriment  of 
the  progress  of  this  union  during  the  or- 
ganization period.  Our  3,500  members 
stand  as  one  unit  in  the  demands  as  made, 
which  we  deem,  from  an  economic  view- 
point, to  be  just  and  in  conformity  with 
the  NRA  program. 

"Our  ultimate  objective  is  to  create  more 
work  for  more  men  rather  than  the  hither- 
to system  of  hiring  which  entered  into  the 
hands  of  a  select  few. 

"The  I.  L.  A.  wants  the  general  public 
to-  thoroughly  understand  that  it  welcomes 
investigation  from  any  committee  wishing 
to  find  out  the  real  cause  and  the  justice 
of  what  we  are  striving  for. 

"The  unfairness  and  prejudice  of  the 
employers  only  can  be  blamed  for  the  situ- 
ation as  it  is  involved  at  the  present  time. 

"We  are  only  too  glad  to  sit  around  the 
table  and  talk  the  matter  over  to  the  full 
satisfaction  of  all." 

Two  other  important  statements  were 
issued  on  the  same  day,  relative  to  the 
rejection  of  the  proposed  settlement. 
One  of  these  came155  from  Ralph 
Mallen,  Chairman  of  the  Publicity 
Committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  while  the 
other  consisted  of  a  letter  addressed 
by  Mr.  Plant,  President  of  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union,  to  the  Indus- 
trial Association  calling  on  the  latter 
organization  as  one  of  the  parties  to 
the  agreement  to  call  upon  the  several 

(155)  S.   F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  18,   1934. 

(156)  Ibid,  and  files  of  Industrial  Association. 


guarantors  of  that  agreement  "to  make 
good  upon  their  guarantee."156 

Mallen  charged  that  the  vote  of  the 
longshoremen  in  rejecting  the  proposal 
of  June  16th  was  being  misrepre- 
sented and  that  the  proposal  was 
turned  down  because  it  did  not 
comply  with  original  demands  of  the 
longshoremen.  He  then  alleged  that 
as  a  result  of  negotiations  between  the 
officials  of  the  Union  and  the  employ- 
ers absolutely  nothing  has  been  ac- 
complished. 

'"The  public  should  understand",  the 
statement  said,  "that  it  is  not  the  officials 
that  are  on  strike,  and  it  is  not  the  officials 
that  would  have  to  go  back  to  work  under 
these  so-called  agreements.  The  officials 
say  that  this  is  the  best  agreement  that 
they  could  get — and  that  it  was  pretty  fair. 
The  men  themselves,  after  studying  the 
agreement,  found  it  to  be  not  an  agreement 
between  employer  and  employee,  but  merely 
an  employers'  agreement." 

After  stating  that  threats  would  not 
end  the  strike  and  that  the  men  could 
not  be  beaten  into  submission,  Mallen 
said: 

"This  controversy  must  be  settled  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  strikers  as  well  as  the 
waterfront  employers.  This  is  not  merely 
the  longshoremen's  strike  now.  Some  five 
or  six  thousand  pickets  on  the  San  Fran- 
cisco waterfront  on  Monday  morning  repre- 
sented the  solidarity  of  the  striking  mari- 
time unions. 

"It  should  be  understood  that  the  long- 
shoremen have  broken  no  agreement  as  no 
agreement  was  ever  entered  into  by  the 
longshoremen  and  employers.  International 
President  Ryan  had  no  power  to  sign 
any  agreement,  but  merely  assumed  that 
power."  !56a 

The  statement  made  by  Mr.  Plant 
in  behalf  of  the  Waterfront  Employers 
was  of  considerable  more  significance 
than  Mallen's  because  it  brought  out 
certain  pertinent  facts  which  were  not 

(156-a)   But    see   pages    58   and   78    for  Ryan's 
position. 
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generally  known,  and  also  because  it 
indicated  the  speciousness  of  Ryan's 
easy  evasion  of  responsibility  relative 
to  the  June  16th  agreement  and  his 
transference  of  that  responsibility  to  the 
strike  committee.  Plant's  letter  is  re- 
produced in  full  as  an  exhibit,157  but 
one  or  two  of  the  paragraphs  are  of 
such  outstanding  importance  that  they 
will  also  be  included  here. 

Relative  to  the  conversations  that 
had  taken  place  in  Mayor  Rossi's  office 
touching  on  the  authority  of  Mr.  Ryan 
and  the  necessity  for  submitting  the 
agreement  to  a  vote  of  the  locals,  Mr. 
Plant  said: 

"This  agreement  was  in  no  way  contin- 
gent upon  ratification  by  the  union  mem- 
bership. In  the  presence  of  Mayor  Rossi 
on  Thursday,  Mr.  Ryan,  International  Presi- 
dent of  the  Longshoremen's  Union,  gave 
his  unqualified  assurance  that  he  could 
make  an  arrangement  on  behalf  of  its  mem- 
bership that  would  be  effective.  At  the 
same  time  Mr.  Michael  Casey  and  Mr. 
J.  P.  Mclaughlin,  President  and  Secretary 
of  the  Teamsters'  Union  of  San  Francisco, 
and  Dave  Beck,  President  of  the  Seattle 
Teamsters'  Union,  stated  that  they  would 
guarantee  that  any  agreement  made  by  Mr. 
Ryan  would  be  carried  out." 

In  answer  to  Mr.  Ryan's  contention 
that  he  had  not  appreciated  the  com- 
plexity of  the  situation,  and  that  he 
had  been  uninformed  as  to  the  fact 
that  the  other  maritime  crafts  had  gone 
out  in  sympathy  with  the  longshore- 
men and  that  an  agreement  had  been 
entered  into  between  all  of  the  striking 
unions  that  none  of  them  would  return 
until  the  demands  of  all  had  been  sat- 
isfied, Mr.  Plant's  statement  said: 

"The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  has 
no  power  or  jurisdiction  to  discuss  or  nego- 
tiate demands  of  sailors  or  other  marine 
workers,  its  sole  authority  being  to  handle 
problems  of  longshore  labor.  This  has  been 
known  at  all  times  to  Mr.  Ryan,  and  as 

(157)   See  Exhibit  "TJ". 

(157-a)  Statement  of  Albert  E.  Boynton  to  writer. 


long  back  as  May  27th,  Mr.  McGrady, ' 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor,  and  the  Fed- 
eral Mediators  agreed  and  understood  that 
the  longshoremen's  strike  must  be  settled 
without  reference  to  the  demands  of  sail- 
ors and  other  marine  workers. 

"At  all  times  in  the  course  of  the  nego*- 
tiation  and  the  execution  of  the  agreement 
above  mentioned  it  has  been  understood  by 
all  parties  that  it  was  in  no  way  contin- 
gent upon  the  settlement  of  strike  demands 
of  the  sailors." 

In  this  connection  it  is  of  interest 
to  note  that  in  a  conference  held  in 
Mayor  Rossi's  office  on  June  18th  be- 
tween those  who  had  signed  the  agree- 
ment on  the  previous  Saturday,  Mr. 
Ryan  was  asked  whether  in  his  opinion 
any  proposal  which  could  have  been 
made  to  the  men  would  have  resulted 
in  a  favorable  vote  at  that  time.  To 
this  question  Mr.  Ryan  replied  by  say- 
ing that  if  every  demand  which  had 
ever  been  made  by  the  Longshoremen's 
Association  had  been  freely  granted  by 
the  employers,  in  his  opinion  there 
still  would  have  been  a  complete  re- 
jection of  any  proposed  terms  of  set- 
tlement. 157'a  Privately,  in  the  Mayor's 
office,  Mr.  Ryan  also  admitted  that  the 
San  Francisco  local  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Association  had  been  captured 
by  radicals  and  communists  and  that  it 
was  beyond  his  control  or  that  of  any 
one  else  belonging  to  the  conservative 
wing  of  the  Association  to  affect  the 
attitude  of  the  men  in  any  way.158 

As  the  first  move  in  connection  with 
any  attempt  to  carry  out  terms  of  set- 
tlement the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  issued  orders  on  June  16th  that 
no  cargo  was  to  be  moved  by  non- 
union stevedores  on  Sunday,  June  17th, 
or  Monday,  June  18th.15?  It  was  stated 
that  this  move  had  been  taken  in  order 
that  the  employers  might  not  be  charg- 
ed with  having  broken  faith  by  con- 

(158)  Ibid. 
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tinuing  to  employ  non-union  men  after 
the  strike  settlement  had  been  worked 
out.160  As  a  matter  of  fact  no  cargo 
was  moved  until  the  afternoon  of  June 
18th,  at  which  time  it  appeared  futile 
to  wait  longer  for  further  consideration 
of  the  June  16th  settlement,  or  to  hope 
for  any  other  immediate  proposal 
which  would  accomplish  the  end  that 
proposal  was  designed  to  meet. 

The  general  strike  cloud  which  had 
only  been  mentioned  occasionally  dur- 
ing the  previous  weeks  began  to  assume 
larger  proportions  with  the  rejection 
of  the  June  16th  agreement.  It  was 
reported  that  Ryan  said,  after  the  vote 
had  been  taken:  "If  you  all  stick  to- 
gether, I  firmly  believe  you  will  be  in 
a  position  to  ask  a  general  strike."161 

At  the  same  time  it  was  stated  that 
in  addition  to  the  machinists  who  were 
voting  on  June  20th  on  the  general 
strike  proposal,  the  Oakland  teamsters 
would  take  a  vote  on  the  same  ques- 
tion on  June  19th  and  that  the  waiters, 
window  washers,  book  binders  and 
garment  workers  were  planning  to  take 
similar  action.162 

Further  evidence  of  the  general  strike 
trend  was  contained  in  the  announce- 
ment that  the  maritime  unions  had 
called  a  public  mass  meeting  to  be  held 
in  the  Municipal  Auditorium  on  June 
19th  for  the  purpose  of  considering 
joint  action  to  be  taken  by  organized 
labor  in  protecting  the  position  of  the 
groups  on  strike.  In  connection  with 
this  meeting  it  was  stated  that  75,000 
dodgers  calling  attention  to  the  meet- 
ing had  been  distributed. 16*  Bridges, 
however,  as  chairman  of  the  strike  com- 
mittee, denied  there  was  any  general 
strike  threat  in  the  proposed  mass 
meeting  and  advised  that  it  was  only 
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for  the  purpose  of  telling  the  public 
the  "strikers'  side  of  the  arguments 
that  are  going  on."164 

At  the  same  time  Bridges  stated: 
"There  will  be  a  waterfront  federa- 
tion. All  members  of  the  unions  that 
are  on  strike  will  be  asked  to  shelve 
their  affiliation  in  case  these  become 
involved  in  jurisdictional  squabbles 
and  just  remember  they  are  strikers 
looking  to  the  federation  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  unions  to  secure  set- 
tlement."165 

One  interesting  item  contained  in 
the  press  threw  some  light  on  the 
tactics  that  had  been  followed  by  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  and  which 
were  probably  of  considerable  import- 
ance in  connection  with  the  vote  of 
June  17th.  It  was  stated  that  "the  vot- 
ing strength  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  has  been  kept 
at  its  widest  latitude  by  allowing 
members  whose  dues  had  been  paid 
up  to  a  date  six  months  back  to  have 
full  voting  rights.  This  is  a  three 
months'  extension  of  the  ordinary  time 
for  good  standing."166 

Communist  influence  in  connection 
with  the  united  front  campaign  of  the 
maritime  workers  was  also  brought 
into  sharp  relief  when  it  was  stated 
that  the  Marine  Workers'  Industrial 
Union,  a  Communist  organization,  was 
making  an  effort  to  secure  representa- 
tion on  the  strike  committee.167  At 
the  same  time  it  was  stated  that  these 
efforts  had  been  rebuffed  by  more  con- 
servative union  leaders.  However,  there 
was  evidence  of  a  serious  split  in  the 
ranks  of  certain  recognized  trade 
unions  and  this  disaffection  was 
brought  to  public  attention  when 
George  Larson,  Executive  Secretary  of 

(164)  Ibid. 
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the  International  Seamen's  Union,  de- 
clared in  connection  with  the  efforts 
of  the  Marine  Workers'  Industrial 
Union,  to  be  included  in  the  strike 
committee:  "We  are  not  wrapping  the 
red  flag  around  us."168  However  W. 
W.  Caves,  chairman  of  the  strike  com- 
mittee of  the  Seamen's  Union,  took 
a  strong  position  for  recognition  of 
the  Communist  organization. l6*  In  this 
connection  a  resolution  pledging  the 
local  Seamen's  Union  to  work  hand 
in  hand  with  the  Marine  Workers' 
Industrial  Union,  was  adopted  by  the 
former  oganization  at  a  mass  meeting. 
Larson,  however,  refused  to  recognize 
this  action  by  declaring  that  the  meet- 
ing at  which  it  had  been  taken  was 
illegal  and  had  not  been  called  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  constitution  of  the 
Union.170 

As  indicative  of  the  general  attitude 
of  Bridges,  it  was  stated  that  he  would 
welcome  the  Marine  Workers'  Indus- 
trial Union  in  the  united  front  ranks.171 

In  order  to  discuss  the  next  steps  to 
be  taken  Mayor  Rossi  requested  all 
those  who  had  been  parties  to  the 
agreement  on  June  16th  to  meet  in  his 
office  on  Monday,  June  18th.172  The 
same  group  which  had  participated  in 
the  discussions  looking  toward  the 
final  proposals  of  the  week  before, 
with  the  exception  of  Dr.  Leonard  and 
Judge  Reynolds,  and  Mr.  Beck,  were 
present  at  this  meeting.173  However, 
nothing  transpired  which  was  of  any 
consequence  as  the  situation  had  be- 
come so  complicated  that  there  was  no 
possibility  of  finding  a  common  meet- 
ing ground.  Ryan,  who  was  visibly 
shaken  as  the  result  of  the  repudiation 
of  his  leadership,  again  insisted  that 
he  had  not  understood  that  an  agree- 
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ment  had  been  reached  between  the 
various  maritime  unions  and  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association  relative  to 
simultaneous  settlement  of  all  strike 
demands.174 

For  some  days  prior  to  this  the  In- 
dustrial Association  had  been  inten- 
sively engaged  on  a  program  looking 
toward  the  movement  of  freight  by 
trucks  from  the  docks.  Preliminaries 
looking  toward  this  end  had  consisted 
of  rental  of  warehouses,  purchase  of 
trucks  and  other  necessary  equipment 
and  the  establishment  of  a  temporary 
organization  with  the  cooperation  of 
warehousemen  and  truck  operators.  In 
order  to  secure  freight  which  could  be 
hauled  from  the  docks  to  the  ware- 
house that  the  Association  had  secured 
in  the  name  of  the  corporation  it  had 
organized  under  the  style  of  Atlas 
Trucking  Company,  a  meeting  was 
held  in  the  Merchants  Exchange  Build- 
ing on  the  afternoon  of  June  18th  at 
which  there  were  present  about  150 
persons  representing  most  of  the  prin- 
cipal business  and  industrial  groups  of 
San  Francisco.  The  situation  was  out- 
lined to  this  group  and  pledges  were 
secured  relative  to  handling  freight  for 
them.17' 

On  the  same  day,  June  18th,  the  As- 
sociation dispatched  a  second  telegram 
to  President  Roosevelt  again  request- 
ing his  intervention  in  order  to  prevent 
serious  industrial  disturbances  on  the 
Pacific  Coast.176  The  President  was 
advised  of  the  names  of  the  signatories 
of  the  agreement  of  June  16th  and  also 
as  to  the  fact  that  it  had  been  repudi- 
ated by  acclamation  by  the  Longshore- 
men's Local  of  San  Francisco.  The 
President  was  also  informed  that  the 
patience  of  the  community  had  been 
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exhausted  and  that  insistent  demands 
were  being  made  that  the  paralysis  of 
waterfront  activities  should  be  imme- 
diately terminated. 

On  the  morning  of  June  19th  it  be- 
came evident  that  not  only  was  the 
situation  again  deadlocked  but  that  if 
anything  it  was  more  seriously  and 
irreparably  tangled  than  at  any  time 
since  the  strike  opened.  Both  sides  in 
all  Pacific  Coast  ports  prepared  them- 
selves for  a  prolonged  struggle.  In 
Portland  Mayor  Carson  issued  a  state- 
ment177 in  which  he  said:  "The  port 
will  be  opened.  The  city  government 
stands  ready  to  use  every  force  at  hand 
to  resume  business.  Patience  is  no 
longer  a  virtue  and  I  am  damned  tired 
of  it.  The  police  have  their  instructions 
as  to  what  to  do  and  I  prophesy  they 
will  do  it.  Beat-up  gangs  and  other 
rowdies  will  find  the  going  tough  if 
they  try  their  tactics  when  our  people 
resume  work." 

From  Los  Angeles  came  a  statement 
which  said:  "Since  the  union  has  re- 
pudiated its  leaders  up  and  down  the 
Coast  the  employers  feel  justified  in 
carrying  this  fight  to  a  finish  and  have 
called  off  all  negotiations."178 

On  the  evening  of  June  18th  Mayor 
Rossi  issued  a  statement  relative  to  the 
repudiated  settlement  regretting  that 
the  members  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Association  did  not  approve  the  agree- 
ment and  expressing  the  hope  that  the 
new  machinery  set  up  as  the  result  of 
federal  legislation  as  a  substitute  for 
the  Wagner  labor  disputes  bill  might 
be  used  as  a  means  for  adjusting  the 
local  difficulties.  "I  therefore  appeal  to 
the  longshoremen,"  said  the  Mayer,  "as 
well  as  to  other  maritime  crafts,  to 
return  to  their  respective  occupations 
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pending  settlement  of  their  differ- 
ences." The  Mayor  closed  his  state- 
ment by  saying:  "Violations  of  law 
cannot  be  countenanced  on  either  side 
of  the  controversy  and  as  Mayor  of 
San  Francisco  I  must  use  every  effort 
to  maintain  law  and  order.  "17? 

On  June  19th  the  representatives 
of  all  of  the  unions  involved  in  the 
strike,  acting  through  their  appointed 
committees  at  a  joint  conference,  or- 
ganized under  the  style  of  Joint  Marine 
Strike  Committee.  This  committee  con- 
sisted of  50  members,  5  from  each 
striking  union.  The  committee  stated 
its  position  as  follows: 

"We,  the  undersigned  organizations,  in- 
dividually and  severally,  hereby  agree  to 
refuse  to  return  to  work  until  such  time  as 
a  satisfactory  agreement  is  arrived  at  be- 
tween employers  of  labor  in  the  marine 
industries  and  the  organizations  signatory 
to  this  agreement.  We  also  direct  that  a 
joint  committee  from  each  of  the  organiza- 
tions signatory  to  this  agreement  shall  be- 
come the  negotiation  committee,  who  shall 
institute  and  complete  negotiations  between 
employers  of  labor  in  the  marine  industry 
and  the  organizations  signatory  to  this 
agreement,  subject  to  ratification  of  all 
crafts  and  strikers  involved."1 80 

The  first  act  of  the  committee  was  to 
send  a  telegram  to  Mayor  Rossi  re- 
questing a  meeting  with  him.  The  tel- 
egram stated:  "This  committee  has 
been  empowered  to  negotiate  with  the 
employers  to  arrive  at  a  satisfactory 
settlement  of  the  issues  involved  in 
the  present  controversy.  We  are  pleased 
to  accept  your  gracious  cooperation  in 
an  effort  to  secure  a  settlement."181 

At  this  time  the  crafts  represented 
on  the  Joint  Strike  Committee  were 
Longshoremen,  Marine  Engineers,  Ma- 
chinists, Boilermakers,  Sailors,  Marine 
Cooks  and  Stewards,  Firemen,  Oilers 
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and    Wipers,    Ship    Clerks,    Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots.182 

Immediately  after  the  meeting  of 
the  Committee  of  50  with  Mayor  Rossi 
on  June  19th  at  which  the  members 
were  requested  to  present  its  basic  de- 
mands in  writing,  the  Mayor  was  ad- 
vised that  the  Committee  was  ready  to 
prepare  a  statement  of  the  demands 
which,  if  granted  by  the  employers, 
would  mean  the  return  of  all  crafts 
to  work.183  Incidental  demands  out- 
side of  those  characterized  as  basic, 
would,  it  was  agreed,  be  left  to  later 
mediation,  probably  through  the  offices 
of  the  federal  government.  In  order  to 
prepare  these  demands  one  represen- 
tative from  each  union  was  appointed 
to  serve  on  a  sub-committee.  This  com- 
mittee, after  conferring  for  a  short 
time,  returned  to  the  Mayor's  office 
and  stated  that  any  settlement  must  be 
based  on  assurance  of  non- discrimina- 
tion against  union  members  and  joint 
settlement  of  the  strike  with  all  the 
unions.184  Mayor  Rossi  advised  the 
committee  that  this  statement  from  it 
did  not  meet  with  his  request  as  the 
demands  made  were  general  and  not 
specific.  It  is  significant  that  neither 
Mr.  Ryan  nor  Mr.  Lewis  were  present 
at  this  meeting  in  Mayor  Rossi's 
office.18* 

The  Joint  Committee  responded  on 
June  20th  to  Mayor  Rossi's  request 
for  a  detailed  specification  of  its  de- 
mands rather  than  a  statement  in  gen- 
eral terms.  These  detailed  demands 
consisted  of  eight  points  and  read  as 
follows  :185"a- 

"1.     All  strikebreakers  to  be  discharged. 

2.  Employers  hereby  recognize  the  fact 
that  the  Longshoremen  of  San  Francisco 
are  members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  and  will  rec- 
ognize the  I.  L.  A.  as  representing  the 
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longshoremen. 

3.  The  employers  agree  to  hire  members 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  and  agree  to  hire  no  non- 
union  men   until  the   supply   of   I.    L.   A. 
men   is    exhausted.    Subject    to    reasonable 
time  for  dispatching. 

4.  The  employers  agree  not  to  discrimi- 
nate  against   any   man  for   his    activity   in 
the   I.   L.   A.,   or   for  his   activities   during 
the  strike. 

5.  The  I.  L.  A.  shall  establish  a  hiring 
hall,  operated  and   paid  for  the  I.   L.   A. 
and  the  employers  agree  to  place  their  or- 
ders   for    gangs  of    longshoremen    at    this 
hall.      The    I.    L.    A.    agrees    to    furnish 
longshoremen    whenever    required    by    the 
employer. 

6.  If   the  above  is   agreed   to,   the  de- 
mands regarding  hours,  and  wages  may  be 
submitted  to  arbitration. 

7.  Gang  committees  shall  be  set  up  in 
each   gang,    to    try    men   for    drunkenness, 
pilfering  or  shirking  of  work. 

8.  This  agreement  shall  be  declared  in- 
valid if  either  party  to  this  agreement  does 
not    live   up   to-  the    terms   of   this   agree- 
ment." 

On  June  19th  it  was  stated  there 
were  no  ship  arrivals  scheduled  for 
that  day  and  that  for  the  first  time  in 
more  than  forty-five  years  no  vessel  had 
sailed  through  the  Golden  Gate.186 

The  Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots' 
Union  of  America,  Local  90,  through 
its  Publicity  Chairman  Robert  C.  Bow- 
man, issued  a  statement  on  June  19th 
explicitly  denying  the  charges  made 
in  the  letter  of  Mr.  Mailliard  addressed 
to  the  Industrial  Association  on  June 
12th  relative  to  Communist  influence 
among  San  Francisco  unions.187 

A  more  important  statement  was  a 
formal  one  issued  by  Mr.  Ryan  the 
same  day.  In  this  statement  Mr.  Ryan 
said:188 

"When  I  entered  in  the  agreement  voted 
on  Saturday,  it  was  solely  because  there  ex- 
isted a  serious  situation  of  many  weeks' 
standing.  The  governors  of  various  states 
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involved  and  the  mayors  of  the  several 
cities  were  demanding  that  a  settlement  be 
arrived  at.  The  agreement  seemed  to  me 
to  be  the  best  one  possible. 

"I  realized  that  it  might  be  possible  to 
get  better  individual  settlements  at  the 
different  ports  on  the  Pacific  Coast  which 
are  involved.  But  it  was  insisted  all  ports 
should  be  included,  including  San  Pedro. 

"If  this  agreement  had  been  accepted,  it 
was  provided  that  on  September  30th,  by 
giving  30  days'  notice  in  writing,  the  ques- 
tions at  issue  could  be  reopened.  With  all 
the  ports  a  party  to  this  agreement,  it 
seemed  to  me  the  agreement  represented 
the  best  possible  terms  that  could  be  ob- 
tained from  the  employers  at  this  time.  I 
have  had  no  occasion  to  change  this  opin- 
ion since  the  agreement  was  signed. 

"It  was  fully  understood  at  the  time  the 
agreement  was  signed  all  of  the  crafts 
which  went  out  in  connection  with  the 
I.  L.  A.  strike,  or  in  sympathy  with  it, 
would  be  given  due  consideration.  The 
Regional  Labor  Board  had  pledged  itself 
that  within  24  hours  after  the  men  were 
back  to  work  it  would  take  up  the  prob- 
lems of  the  other  maritime  unions. 

"Had  I  known  the  local  membership  of 
the  I.  L.  A.  had  entered  into  agreements 
with  the  other  crafts  not  to  return  to  work 
until  the  demands  of  these  other  crafts 
were  satisfied,  the  I.  L.  A.  would  not  be 
placed  in  the  embarrassing  situation  it  is 
now. 

"I  should  like  to  have  it  noted  I  am  the 
only  international  officer  who  is  concerned 
in  the  matter.  The  others  (international 
officers  of  the  masters,  mates  and  pilots, 
seamen,  etc.)  are  not  in  the  picture. 

"The  strike  matter  now  is  in  the  hands 
of  the  locals  here  and  all  I  see  in  pros- 
pect is  a  prolonged  strike." 

Mayor  Rossi  faced  a  hostile  audi- 
ence on  the  evening  of  June  19th  when 
he  accepted  the  invitation  of  the  Joint 
Strike  Committee  to  address  the  mass 
meeting  held  in  the  Municipal  Audi- 
torium. This  public  structure  which 
seats  something  over  10,000  was  pack- 
ed. In  spite  of  the  efforts  of  the  more 
conservative  group  of  labor  men  who 
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were  present  at  the  meeting  to  hold  it 
within  bounds  the  temperate  statement 
made  by  Mayor  Rossi  urging  a  peace- 
ful settlement  was  met  with  either 
boos  or  hisses  on  the  part  of  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  those  who  were 
present  in  the  hall.18?  Even  the  men- 
tion of  President  Roosevelt's  name  by 
the  Mayor  was  greeted  in  a  similar 
fashion.  The  Mayor,  during  the  course 
of  his  address,  used  words  of  high 
praise  for  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  and  expressed  his  firm  belief 
in  the  basic  soundness  of  the  principle 
of  collective  bargaining.1^ 

In  addition  to  the  Mayor,  the  meet- 
ing was  addressed  by  Harry  Bridges 
and  a  number  of  other  members  of  the 
Joint  Strike  Committee.  Several  of  the 
members  of  this  Committee  who  spoke 
called  for  a  general  strike  of  all  work- 
ers and  explained  that  only  through 
such  action  could  the  demands  of  the 
maritime  unions  be  met.191 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  meeting 
three  resolutions  were  adopted.  The 
first  of  these  called  on  President  Roose- 
velt to  force  the  shipowners  to  accede 
to  the  demands  of  the  strikers.  The 
second  asked  that  all  longshoremen 
and  seamen  along  the  Atlantic  Coast 
go  out  on  sympathetic  strike,  and  the 
third  placed  the  entire  responsibility 
for  the  strike  situation  on  the  em- 
ployers, w 

In  connection  with  the  demand  that 
maritime  workers  on  the  Atlantic  Sea- 
board should  strike  in  sympathy  a  tele- 
gram was  addressed  by  the  Portland 
Longshoremen's  Association  to  Mr. 
Ryan  asking  him  to  take  action  look- 
ing toward  this  end.  In  reply  Mr.  Ryan 
dispatched  a  telegram  to  Portland  in 
which  he  said: 
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"This  is  not  now  a  strike  of  longshore- 
men and  I  am  not  going  to  sacrifice  the 
efforts  of  nineteen  years  of  constructive 
negotiations  between  ourselves  and  the  em- 
ployers for  a  gro-up  of  maritime  organiza- 
tions who  are  not  in  a  position  to  recipro- 
cate until  such  time  as  they  demonstrate 
the  strength  of  their  own  international 
organizations. " J  94 

In  response  to  the  demand  of  the 
Joint  Strike  Committee  for  a  simul- 
taneous settlement  of  the  demands  of 
all  unions  on  strike  Mr.  Plant  replied 
at  length  in  letters  addressed  to  Mayor 
Rossi195  and  also  to  Bridges,  as  Chair- 
man of  the  Strike  Committee.196  In 
his  letter  to  Bridges  Mr.  Plant  insisted 
that  it  was  impossible  for  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  to  even  con- 
sider this  demand  because  "the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  had  no 
authority  or  jurisdiction  with  respect 
to  any  matters  save  those  pertaining 
to  the  longshore  labor  in  the  port  of 
San  Francisco." 

Mr.  Plant  pointed  out  that  it  was 
impossible  for  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  to  negotiate  with  such 
crafts  as  machinists,  coopers  and  caulk- 
ers who  were  on  strike  but  with  whom 
it  had  no  employment  relationship.  He 
also  stated  that  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  of  San  Francisco  only 
represented  a  fractional  portion  of  the 
total  shipping  entering  the  Golden 
Gate,  that  most  of  the  lines  using  the 
port  of  San  Francisco  had  their  head- 
quarters in  eastern  communities,  that 
obviously  no  settlement  could  be  made 
as  regards  foreign  lines,  and  that  the 
proposal  that  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers should  even  consider  the  var- 
ious seagoing  crafts  was  absurd  on  its 
face. 

In  this  connection  Mr.  Plant  said: 

"We  think  it  should  be  apparent  to  any 
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one  that  a  small  group  of  vessel  operators, 
whose  offices  are  located  in  San  Francisco, 
agents  of  foreign  steamship  companies 
whose  vessels  trade  here  and  of  contracting 
stevedores  who  have  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  management  of  vessels,  can't 
possibly  have  any  authority  or  jurisdiction 
with  respect  to  a  matter  which  is  so  far- 
reaching  in  its  scope." 

In  his  letter  to  Mayor  Rossi  in  which 
a  similar  stand  was  taken,  Mr.  Plant 
said: 

"Therefore  I  must  withdraw  from  fur- 
ther conferences  on  such  demands,  since  it 
would  only  result  in  delay  and  confusion 
in  settlement  of  the  longshoremen's  strike." 

According  to  the  press,  when 
Bridges  was  advised  of  the  stand  of 
Mr.  Plant,  he  said:19? 

"It's  up  to  the  employers.  We  found  a 
way  to  get  together  and  agree  on  what  we 
wanted.  There  is  no  reason  why  all  the 
employers  can't  do  the  same  thing." 

Possibility  of  the  spread  of  the  strike 
to  the  River  Lines  operating  between 
San  Francisco,  Sacramento  and  Stock- 
ton became  apparent  when  Bridges  an- 
nounced that  the  employees  of  the 
River  Lines  had  asked  to  join  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Association 
and  were  being  recruited  by  that  or- 
ganization at  that  time.198 

On  June  21st  all  San  Francisco 
papers  again  carried  editorials  directed 
toward  a  common  objective.  In  this 
instance  they  urged  the  acceptance  by 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  of  the 
agreement  of  June  16th,  and  appealed 
to  the  conservative  labor  element  to 
accept  the  settlement,  return  to  work 
and  then  avail  itself  of  the  machinery 
provided  by  the  recently  enacted 
Federal  Labor  Dispute  Bill  (Public 
Resolution  No.  44).  All  of  them 
touched  on  the  impracticability  of  the 
insistence  on  simultaneous  settlement 

(197)  S.  F.  News,  June  20,  1934. 
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of  all  disputes,  and,  in  one  instance 
at  least,  it  was  practically  charged  in 
the  editorial  that  some  of  the  marine 
unions  which  were  insisting  on  an  ac- 
ceptance of  their  demands  were  in  fact 
only  paper  organizations  and  did  not 
represent  union  organizations  in  the 
ordinary  sense  of  the  word.  The  News 
definitely  predicted  that  if  the  settle- 
ment of  June  16th  was  not  accepted 
by  the  men  it  would  inevitably  lead  to 
bitter  and  disastrous  warfare  which 
could  only  result  in  irreparable  damage 
to  the  cause  of  organized  labor  in  San 
Francisco.  It  also  laid  great  emphasis 
on  the  fact  that  the  June  16th  agree- 
ment had  been  negotiated  by  experi- 
enced and  competent  labor  leadership 
including  the  International  President 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Union  itself. 
In  the  Call-Bulletin  the  possibility  of 
a  general  strike  was  also  hinted  at  and 
the  disastrous  consequences  which 
might  follow  fanatical  labor  leadership 
were  pointed  out. 

Evidence  that  there  was  a  complete 
misunderstanding  in  Washington  of 
the  basic  issues  involved  in  the  Pacific 
Coast  strike  situation  was  contained  in 
a  telegram  received  by  Mr.  Plant  from 
Secretary  of  Labor  Perkins  on  June 
21st.  In  this  telegram  Miss  Perkins 
expressed  the  belief  that  the  question 
of  the  control  of  the  hiring  halls  was 
now  the  only  point  at  issue  and  asked 
that  this  question  should  be  submitted 
to  federal  arbitration.  Secretary  Per- 
kins' telegram  in  full  said: 

"Will  you  submit  the  one  point  still 
in  dispute  between  the  employers  and  em- 
ployees in  the  longshoremen  industry 
namely  the  control  of  the  hiriqg  halls  to 
arbitration  by  an  arbitrator  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  Labor.  I  earnestly 
recommend  this  for  the  consideration  of 
both  the  employers  and  employees  in  the 
interest  of  justice  and  in  the  public  interest. 
An  agreement  was  reached  on  other  mat- 
ters in  dispute  and  for  the  preservation  of 


orderly  civil  economic  and  social  life  I 
urge  you  to  accept  this.  The  resolution 
passed  by  Congress  in  the  closing  days 
authorizes  and  provides  for  this  particular 
type  of  voluntary  arbitration  on  any  point 
or  points.  I  give  you  my  full  assurance  that 
the  persons  appointed  to  act  for  the  De- 
partment of  Labor  will  be  fair  honorable 
and  practical  and  that  the  decision  will  be 
in  the  public  interest." 

To  this  telegram  Mr.  Plant  dis- 
patched an  immediate  reply.  In  it  he 
sketched  the  history  of  the  waterfront 
strike  and  pointed  out  that  the  prob- 
lems involved  therein  were  very  much 
more  far-reaching  than  contemplated  in 
the  Secretary  of  Labor's  telegram.  Mr. 
Plant's  wire  is  quoted  here  in  full  be- 
cause of  its  importance: 

"On  Saturday  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  of  San  Francisco  acting  for  itself 
and  also  by  delegated  authority  acting  for 
the  waterfront  employers  of  Seattle,  Port- 
land and  Los  Angeles,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  through  its  International 
President,  J.  P.  Ryan. 

"As  proof  of  its  complete  fairness,  the 
observance  of  the  agreement  by  the  long- 
shoremen was  guaranteed  by  Mayor  Rossi 
of  San  Francisco,  by  Reynolds  of  Seattle 
and  Leonard  of  Los  Angeles,  members  of 
the  President's  Mediation  Board,  acting  un- 
der authority  from  Washington,  to  sign  the 
agreement,  by  Michael  Casey,  President  and 
John  C.  McLaughlin,  Secretary  of  the 
Teamsters'  Union  of  San  Francisco,  and  by 
Dave  Beck,  President  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  of  Seattle.  The  observance  by  the 
employers  was  guaranteed  by  the  Industrial 
Association  of  San  Francisco. 

"The  agreement  provided  for  the  recog- 
nition of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  for  the  purpose  of  collective 
bargaining,  for  non-discrimination  in  regis- 
tration and  hiring  because  of  union  or  non- 
union affiliation,  the  joint  and  equal  con- 
trol and  management  of  registration  and 
hiring  halls  and  equal  sharing  of  expenses 
of  such  hiring  halls,  for  submission  to  arbi- 
tration on  the  facts  of  existing  disputes  on 
hours  and  basic  wages. 

"The  agreement  provided  for  the  return 
to  work  on  Monday,  June  18th,  of  all 
striking  longshoremen. 
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"On  Sunday  the  agreement  was  repudi- 
ated at  a  mass  meeting  of  longshoremen, 
dominated  by  communists  on  the  grounds 
that  it  did  not  provide  for  settlement  of 
demands  of  various  other  unions  techni- 
cally on  strike.  An  ultimatum  was  issued 
that  all  demands  of  all  striking  unions 
must  be  met  in  full  before  the  longshore- 
men or  any  others  would  return  to  work. 
The  unions  on  strike  include  many  not 
even  connected  with  shipping  with  respect 
to  which  it  is  obvious  that  the  Waterfront 
Employers  had  no  jurisdiction.  Even  with 
respect  to  demands  of  seafaring  unions  our 
association  has  no  jurisdiction,  as  our  mem- 
bership is  made  up  of  contracting  steve- 
dores whose  sole  business  is  loading  and 
unloading  of  vessels  and  of  steamship  com- 
panies serving  this  port,  many  of  which 
are  companies  of  foreign  ownership.  It  is 
apparent  that  the  demands  of  seafaring 
unions  can  only  be  taken  up  with  individ- 
ual companies. 

"All  of  these  facts  are  well  known  to 
the  officers  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association,  and  on  May  27th,  in  the 
presence  of  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor,  E.  F.  McGrady  and  federal  media- 
tors, Grady,  Leonard  and  Reynolds,  the 
Pacific  Coast  Executive  Committee  of  the 
I.  L.  A.  withdrew  this  demand.  The  re- 
newal of  the  demand  after  the  execution 
of  the  agreement  on  Saturday  has  con- 
vinced everyone  that  it  has  been  renewed 
by  radical  leaders  who  are  at  present  in 
control  of  the  union  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  preventing  the  settlement  of  the  strike 
and  to  cause  its  spread,  if  possible. 

"We  believe  that  the  responsible  labor 
leadership  here  and  the  responsible  mem- 
bership in  labor  unions  are  entirely  con- 
vinced of  the  fairness  of  the  contract  en- 
tered into  and  the  press  of  San  Francisco 
today  all  carry  leading  editorials  requesting 
the  men  to  return  to  work  under  its  terms. 
The  agreement  provides  that  the  I.  L.  A. 
is  recognized  for  the  purpose  of  collective 
bargaining  and  that  a  joint  committee  com- 
posed of  three  of  its  representatives  and 
three  representatives  of  the  employers  shall 
meet  to  carry  out  the  agreement  and  super- 
vise the  hiring  halls  and  the  method  of 
registration.  The  agreement  further  provides 
that  if  these  six  cannot  agree  then  a  sev- 


enth is  to  be  selected  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion. 

"We  welcome  your  participation  in  the 
solution  of  these  difficulties  and  in  view 
of  the  institution  of  the  agreement  on  Sat- 
urday we  suggest  that  you  join  in  the  re- 
quest that  the  men  return  to  work  at  once 
and  offer  your  good  offices  in  connection 
with  the  carrying  out  of  the  agreement  and 
settlement  of  differences  which  arise  under 
it  which  the  representatives  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
and  of  the  employers  cannot  agree  upon. 
In  the  event  that  the  committee  provided 
in  the  agreement  cannot  determine  the 
question  we  will  welcome  your  helpful 
suggestions  as  to  the  settlement  of  any 
such  differences. 

"The  most  important  thing  at  first  is 
that  commerce  be  started  and  that  the  men 
return  to  work,  and  we  again  repeat  our 
earnest  request  to  you  that  you  ask  the  men 
do  this  at  once  under  the  terms  of  the 
existing  agreement,  assuring  them  you  will 
see  that  the  agreement  is  carried  out  in 
full  fairness  by  the  employers  and  we  will 
welcome  your  cooperation  to  this  end. 

"By  separate  telegram  we  are  giving  you 
full  text  of  the  agreement  executed  by  the 
Waterfront  Employers  Union  and  by  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
through  its  International  President." 

In  connection  with  the  telegram  re- 
ceived from  Secretary  Perkins  an  ex- 
tremely interesting  incident  took  place 
on  the  day  of  its  receipt  in  the  offices 
of  the  Industrial  Association.  Because 
of  the  fact  that  it  was  obvious  that  new 
factors  had  been  injected  into  the  con- 
troversy by  the  insistence  on  a  simul- 
taneous settlement  of  all  demands  of 
the  various  unions,  the  Association  re- 
quested Michael  Casey  to  call  at  the 
office  and  discuss  this  problem  with 
members  of  the  Association's  staff.  Mr. 
Casey,  with  whom  the  Association  has 
for  many  years  had  relations  of  the 
friendliest  kind,  immediately  responded 
to  the  request.  The  entire  situation 
was  discussed  and  it  was  finally  sug- 
gested to  Mr.  Casey  that  the  most 
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practical  method  for  securing  adequate 
presentation  of  the  facts  and  difficul- 
ties to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  would 
be  for  him  to  communicate  directly 
with  William  Green,  President  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor  at 
Washington  and  ask  him  in  turn  to 
lay  the  facts  before  the  Secretary  of 
Labor.  Mr.  Casey  agreed  to  these  sug- 
gestions and  the  long  distance  call  for 
Mr.  Green  was  put  in  over  the  In- 
dustrial Association  wire.  He  outlined 
to  Mr.  Green  at  great  length  the  de- 
velopments leading  up  to  the  settle- 
ment of  June  16th  but  had  some  diffi- 
culty in  disabusing  Mr.  Green's  mind 
of  the  same  point  of  view  as  that  shown 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor's  telegram, 
that  the  control  of  the  hiring  halls  was 
now  the  only  stumbling-block  that 
stood  between  a  peaceful  composition 
of  the  difficulties  between  employers 
and  employees.  With  great  vehemence 
and  force  Mr.  Casey  told  Mr.  Green 
that  this  question  was  not  the  primary 
one  at  issue  but  that  the  immediate 
problem  was  to  find  some  means  of 
meeting  the  situation  raised  by  the 
demand  for  parallel  settlement  of 
all  strikes.  Mr.  Green  agreed  to  get  in 
touch  with  the  Secretary  of  Labor  at 
the  earliest  opportunity  to  lay  the  facts 
before  her  as  they  had  been  outlined 
by  Mr.  Casey  and  to  advise  Mr.  Casey 
of  the  results.  w  On  the  following  day 
Mr.  Casey  informed  the  Association 
that  Mr.  Green  had  contacted  with  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  and  discussed  the 
situation  with  her  and  that  Mr.  Green 
felt  sure  that  there  would  at  least  be 
no  further  misunderstanding  in  the 
Secretary's  mind  as  to  the  basic  prob- 
lems which  confronted  San  Francisco. 
That  the  striking  maritime  crafts 
and  longshoremen  now  operating 
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through  the  medium  of  their  united 
strike  committee  would  attempt  to 
secure  still  further  sympathetic  action 
on  the  part  of  other  union  organiza- 
tions became  evident  when  a  delega- 
tion from  the  longshoremen  headed 
by  Harry  Bridges,  and  a  delegation 
from  the  Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots' 
Union  attempted  to  secure  the  coopera- 
tion of  the  Teamsters'  Union  and  get 
the  affirmative  consent  of  that  organ- 
ization to  the  appointment  of  five  rep- 
resentatives of  the  teamsters  to  sit  with 
the  united  front  committee.200  The 
Teamsters'  Union,  however,  unani- 
mously refused  to  consider  taking  any 
such  action.  After  the  meeting  at  which 
this  important  question  was  considered 
Casey  as  the  President  of  the  Union 
said  that  the  Union  desired  to  maintain 
a  hands-off  policy  so  far  as  active  co- 
operation with  the  strikers  was  con- 
cerned. At  the  same  time  he  stated  that 
the  question  of  polling  the  member- 
ship of  the  Union  on  their  stand  as  re- 
gards a  general  strike  had  not  been 
discussed.201 

On  June  22nd  a  statement  was  issued 
by  the  Joint  Marine  Strike  Committee 
in  which  it  was  stated  that  the  unions 
involved  would  use  every  honorable 
means  in  an  effort  to  secure  confer- 
ences with  the  several  employer  groups 
in  order  to  arrive  at  a  possible  settle- 
ment.202 It  urged  that  while  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion had  had  such  conferences  the  em- 
ployers of  the  other  maritime  crafts 
had  refused  to  meet  with  the  duly 
authorized  representatives  of  these 
crafts.2°3  "Such  a  meeting,"  the  state- 
ment continued,  "is  essential  in  order 
to  bring  about  a  settlement  of  the 
present  controversy  and  provide  the 
means  by  which  the  employees  can  re- 

(201)  Ibid. 

(202)  Ibid. 
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turn  to  work."  There  followed  a  gen- 
eral discussion  to  the  effect  that  the 
demands  of  the  several  maritime  unions 
were  not  unreasonable  and  that  they 
were  in  conformity  with  both  theory 
and  practice  under  the  National  Indus- 
trial Recovery  Act. 

The  Publicity  Committee  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  also  issued 
a  second  statement  on  June  21st  in 
which  it  was  charged  that  "the  em- 
ployers of  labor  in  the  marine  industry 
have  no  desire  to  settle  the  strike  peace- 
fully and  amicably."204 

In  connection  with  the  demands  of 
the  seamen  for  a  settlement  of  their 
grievances,  Paul  Scharrenberg,  mem- 
ber of  the  executive  board  of  the  In- 
ternational Seamen's  Union  and  Sec- 
retary of  the  Seamen's  Union  of  the 
Pacific,  said: 

"Since  that  time  (1921)  seamen's  wages 
have  been  reduced  50%,  working  hours 
lengthened  and  overtime  pay  eliminated. 
No  relief  has  come  through  the  N.  R.  A. 
On  May  16th  three  Pacific  Coast  District 
unions  of  the  International  Seamen  lost  all 
hope  of  federal  mediation  and  joined  with 
the  longshoremen  to  obtain  results  by  the 
only  method  available."  2°5 

Further  demands  of  three  of  the 
striking  crafts  were  set  forth  in  detail 
when  they  provided  Mayor  Rossi  with 
a  list  of  their  grievances  and  the  con- 
ditions under  which  they  would  return 
to  work.  The  conditions  laid  down  by 
the  Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots  were:206 

"1.  That  members  of  the  Masters,  Mates 
and  Pilots  of  America  Local  90  shall  have 
the  preference  of  employment. 

"2.  There  shall  be  no  discrimination 
against  any  member  for  his  activities  in 
the  present  strike. 

"3.  That  licensed  officers,  having  left 
their  jobs  because  of  their  adherence  to 
the  principle  of  collective  bargaining,  shall 
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be  immediately  returned  to  work  by  their 
employers. 

"4.  That  representative  of  this  organiza- 
tion be  accorded  the  right  to  visit  all  ships 
in  the  interest  of  the  organization  and  be 
present  at  the  signing  of  articles. 

"5.  That  satisfactory  settlement  be  arrived 
at  for  all  unions  on  strike." 

The  demands  of  the  International 
Seamen's  Union  of  America  represent- 
ing sailors,  cooks,  stewards,  firemen, 
oilers,  water  tenders  and  wipers  were 
somewhat  simpler.  They  were  as  fol- 
lows:207 

"1.  Absolute  assurance  against  discrim- 
ination of  any  character  whatever,  or  black- 
listing because  of  union  or  strike  activities. 

"2.  Recognition  of  the  International  Sea- 
men's Union  and  abolition  of  the  ship- 
owners employment  bureau  in  any  form." 

The  Ship  Clerks'  Association  of  San 
Francisco,  affiliated  with  the  longshore- 
men presented  as  its  demands:208 

"1.  Recognition  of  our  organization  for 
the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining. 

"2.  A  preferential  agreement  covering 
hours,  wages  and  working  conditions  simi- 
lar to  the  one  now  in  effect  at  the  port  of 
New  York  between  our  organization  and 
the  New  York  Shipping  Association,  to 
which  many  of  our  employers  are  signatory. 

"3.  No  discrimination  against  our  mem- 
bership on  account  of  union  affiliation  or 
strike  activities." 

On  June  21st  the  settlement  of  the 
Alaska  difficulties  which  had  been  ef- 
fected on  June  8th  and  which  had 
made  possible  the  transportation  of 
supplies  to  Alaska  communities  as  well 
as  the  movement  of  tin  plate,  equip- 
ment and  other  necessities  to  the  can- 
neries throughout  Alaska  engaged  in 
the  packing  of  salmon,  came  to  a 
sudden  end.20?  On  that  date  Mayor 
Smith  of  Seattle  commenced  the  load- 
ing of  a  vessel  at  one  of  the  Seattle 
docks  under  the  protection  of  mem- 

(207)  Ibid. 

(208)  Ibid. 
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bers  of  the  Police  Department.  The 
Longshoremen's  Association  immedi- 
ately charged  that  this  was  a  violation 
of  the  agreement  and  consequently  that 
the  agreement  had  been  abrogated. 
Through  Paddy  Morris,  Chairman  of 
the  Northwestern  Longshoremen's 
Strike  Committee,  a  statement  was 
issued  relative  to  this  situation  in  which 
it  was  stated: 

"Throughout  the  conferences  which  pre- 
ceded the  consent  to  allow  Alaska  shipping 
to  resume  the  committee  was  impressed 
with  the  idea  in  return  for  our  consent 
that  the  Mayor  and  the  city  would  assume 
a  neutral  attitude. 

"Now  the  police  have  taken  control  of 
Pier  40.  They  were  not  called  there  to  pre- 
vent rioting  or  to  save  lives.  There  has 
been  no  property  damage.  We  have  served 
notice  on  Mayor  Smith  that  we  feel  that 
the  spirit  of  his  agreement  with  us  has 
been  violated."210 

The  effect  of  this  break  between  the 
Alaska  steamship  operators  and  the 
longshoremen  was  that  all  union  long- 
shoremen were  with  drawn  from  Alaska- 
bound  ships.  Such  shipping  operations 
as  were  undertaken  to  Alaska  from  that 
time  on  had  to  be  carried  on  with  non- 
union men  or  from  Tacoma. 

Mr.  Beck,  President  of  the  Team- 
sters' Union,  rebuked  the  longshore- 
men for  their  action  in  repudiating 
the  agreement.211 

So  serious  had  the  paralysis  of  the 
San  Francisco  community  become  as  a 
result  of  the  gradual  closing  in  of  all 
activities  connected  even  locally  with 
the  waterfront,  that  it  was  estimated 
on  June  20th  that  the  losses  growing 
out  of  the  strike  had  now  reached  a 
figure  of  approximately  $700,000  per 
day.212  These  figures  were  derived  from 
a  variety  of  sources  and  were  based  on 
an  analysis  of  a  considerable  number 
of  factors.  Possibly  the  most  import- 
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ant  of  these  was  the  fact  that  during 
the  first  month  of  the  strike  bank  debits 
as  compared  to  the  average  of  the  same 
period  for  the  four  preceding  years  fell 
off  by  $55,000,000,  or  approximately 
$2,000,000  per  working  day. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  rela- 
tionship of  organized  labor  to  the 
waterfront  strike,  the  action  of  the 
San  Francisco  Labor  Council  at  its 
meeting  held  on  June  22nd  was  of 
considerable  importance.  Charges  which 
had  been  freely  made  by  the  press, 
employers  and  others  that  the  unions 
involved  in  the  strike  had  been  taken 
over  by  radicals  and  communists  had 
evidently  gotten  home  to  the  more 
conservative  members  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco labor  world.  Thus  in  the  Labor 
Clarion  for  June  29th  it  was  said: 

"Stung  by  the  disgraceful  proceedings  at 
the  recent  public  meeting  called  by  the 
waterfront  strikers  in  the  Civic  Audito- 
rium, at  which  malicious  attacks  were 
made  upon  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor,  the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
and  their  officers  and  representatives,  and 
also  by  the  unwarranted  affronts  on  Mayor 
Rossi,  who  had  volunteered  his  efforts  to 
bring  about  a  settlement  of  the  strike,  offi- 
cers and  members  of  the  Council  determ- 
ined to  make  their  position  clear." 

At  this  meeting,  of  June  22,  which 
it  was  stated21 3  was  an  extremely  stormy 
one,  a  resolution  denouncing  Com- 
munism was  adopted  by  a  vote  of  129 
to  22.  The  resolution  recited  that  Com- 
munist propagandists  had  taken  ad- 
vantage of  the  waterfront  strike  and 
had  issued  scurrilous  attacks  upon  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  that  this 
type  of  "anonymous  slander"  had  tend- 
ed to  weaken  the  morale  of  the  strikers, 
and  that  at  the  mass  meeting  on  June 
19th  the  chairman  "introduced  a 
spokesman  for  a  notorious  Communist 
organization  thereby  creating  the  alto- 
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gether  erroneous  impression  that  the 
unions  involved  have  made  common 
cause  with  the  communists."  The  res- 
olution closed  with  the  following  lan- 
guage: 

"Resolved  by  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council,  in  regular  meeting  assembled  on 
Friday,  June  22,  that  we  repudiate  all  com- 
munist organizations,  especially  the  so- 
called  Marine  Workers'  Industrial  Union, 
and  denounce  their  efforts  to  inject  them- 
selves into  an  industrial  conflict  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  making  converts  to  Com- 
munism, further  be  it 

"Resolved,  that  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  strongly  advises  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  its  members 
and  representatives,  to  disavow  all  con- 
nections with  the  communist  element  on 
the  waterfront,  and  further  be  it 

"Resolved,  that  copies  of  this  resolution 
be  forwarded  to  the  President  of  the  Amer- 
ican Federation  of  Labor,  to  the  Presidents 
of  the  International  Unions  involved,  and 
to  the  press." 

It  was  brought  out  during  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  resolution  that  members 
of  the  Joint  Marine  Strike  Committee 
had  voted  in  favor  of  admitting  the 
Marine  Workers'  Industrial  Union  to 
the  Committee  and  demand  was  made 
upon  the  strikers'  representatives  to 
submit  the  names  of  those  who  had 
voted  for  this  proposal.214  This  matter, 
however,  was  not  pressed.  E.  B. 
O'Grady,  representing  the  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots,  in  the  Labor  Coun- 
cil, and  Harry  Bridges,  Chairman  of 
the  Longshoremen's  general  strike  com- 
mittee, opposed  the  adoption  of  the 
resolution.21 5 

On  the  same  day,  June  22d,  Acting 
Governor  Merriam  issued  a  statement 
in  which  he  said  he  would  hold  in 
abeyance  action  by  the  State  until  such 
time  as  he  was  requested  to  cooperate 
by  the  Federal  Government  or  the  Fed- 
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eral  Government  had  withdrawn  its 
activities  in  connection  with  the 
strike.2^ 

The  San  Francisco  local  of  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, on  June  22,  dispatched  a  tele- 
gram to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  in 
which  it  denied  that  it  was  still  stand- 
ing on  its  original  demands  and  offer- 
ed the  substance  of  its  counter-pro- 
posals.217 These  proposals  as  outlined 
to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  were  iden- 
tical with  those  already  touched  on 
above.218 

Although  sporadic  violence  contin- 
ued to  mark  the  waterfront  difficulties 
in  practically  all  Pacific  Coast  ports  the 
main  factors  appeared  to  remain  prac- 
tically unchanged  for  the  next  day  or 
two.  No  active  steps  were  taken  in  any 
of  the  principal  cities  looking  toward 
developing  the  situation.  In  San  Fran- 
cisco the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
issued  a  statement  through  Mr.  Plant, 
in  which  the  following  occurred: 

"As  far  as  the  employers  are  concerned 
the  situation  is  at  a  deadlock.  There  is 
nothing  left  that  we  can  do.  There  is  noth- 
ing we  intend  to  do.  We  have  conceded 
everything  we  can  possibly  concede  in  the 
agreement  signed  by  us  and  the  strikers' 
representatives  last  Saturday  night  and 
which  the  strikers  have  repudiated. 

"We  are  working  ships  here  at  the  nor- 
mal tonnage.  An  average  of  8  ships  daily 
is  leaving  this  port.  Daily  we  are  working 
an  average  of  25  ships  to  capacity."21? 

Questions  directed  by  the  press  to 
the  Industrial  Association,  which  it 
was  known  had  been  assiduously  work- 
ing at  plans  for  the  moving  of  water- 
front freight  elicited  a  response  from 
Managing  Director  Boynton  of  the  As- 
sociation that  it  had  nothing  to  discuss 
at  the  time.220 

Arrival  in  San  Francisco  of  E.  P. 
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Marsh,  Federal  Conciliator,221  together 
with  word  from  Washington  that  the 
President  was  actively  interesting  him- 
self in  the  strike  situation,222  and  the 
announcement  on  June  23d  that  As- 
sistant Secretary  of  Labor  McGrady 
had  again  left  for  San  Francisco  by 
plane,223  all  added  to  the  belief  that 
some  important  step  by  the  Federal 
Government  was  contemplated.  A  dis- 
patch from  New  London,  Connecticut, 
where  the  President  had  been  for  a  day 
or  two,  stated224  he  was  awaiting  a 
report  from  Secretary  of  Labor  Perkins 
on  the  strike  situation  "after  sending 
her  a  message  from  here  immediately 
to  prevent  threatened  bloodshed  or 
violence."  It  was  stated  in  the  same 
dispatch  that  the  President  had  re- 
ceived a  veritable  deluge  of  appeals 
for  intervention  from  San  Francisco 
and  that  he  had  been  advised  in  these 
appeals  that  real  trouble  was  imminent 
there.  It  was  known  in  this  connection 
that  Mayor  Rossi  had  communicated225 
directly  with  the  President  and  it  also 
was  known  that  a  number  of  the  more 
prominent  labor  officials  in  San  Fran- 
cisco had  also  wired226  to  him  urging 
him  that  federal  action  should  imme- 
diately be  undertaken  in  connection 
with  the  strike  situation. 

While  the  Industrial  Association  was 
making  no  definite  announcement  rela- 
tive to  its  plans  to  commence  the  haul- 
ing of  waterfront  freight  it  became 
known  that  steps  looking  toward  that 
end  were  definitely  contemplated.  On 
June  24th227  the  press  carried  a  state- 
ment that  trucking  operations  would 
be  undertaken  by  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation, probably  within  a  week.  From 
other  quarters  statements  were  made 
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that  the  Association  planned  to  inaug- 
urate its  operations  on  June  25th  or 
at  the  latest  on  June  28th.228  These 
rumors  relative  to  the  Association's 
program  were  given  credence  by  the 
fact  that  an  extended  conference  took 
place  on  June  23d  between  representa- 
tives of  the  Industrial  Association,  the 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  Board  of 
Police  Commissioners,  the  Chief  of 
Police  and  the  Board  of  State  Harbor 
Commissioners.229  In  connection  with 
this  conference,  Theodore  J.  Roche, 
President  of  the  Police  Commission, 
said:230 

"The  police  have  had  no  hand  in  the 
laying  of  these  plans.  They  have  merely 
been  notified  that  the  Industrial  Associa- 
tion and  a  group  of  men  working  to  end 
the  strike,  are  about  to  pursue  certain 
plans  and  have  asked  for  our  protection." 

At  the  same  time  Chief  of  Police 
Quinn  amplified  Roche's  statement  by 
saying: 

"We  shall  do  everything  possible  to 
handle  the  situation.  If  necessary  every 
available  police  officer  in  San  Francisco 
will  be  detailed  to  the  waterfront  to  give 
the  necessary  protection."2 31 

Quinn  also  advised  that  no  police 
officers  would  ride  on  any  of  the  trucks 
which  might  be  employed  by  the  In- 
dustrial Association  in  moving  freight.2  ^2 

After  this  conference  with  public 
officials,  President  Forbes  of  the  In- 
dustrial Association  issued  a  statement 
in  which  he  said: 

"We  have  asked  for  this  conference  with 
the  Chief  of  Police  and  the  Harbor  Com- 
mission for  the  purpose  of  laying  our 
plans  before  them  and  requesting  the  pro- 
tection necessary  to  carry  them  out."2 3 3 
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Mayor  Rossi  after  communicating 
with  federal  officials  in  Washington 
whom  he  refused  to  name  issued  a 
statement  to  the  press  in  which  he 
said: 

"Plans  are  now  being  evolved  to  open 
the  port  of  San  Francisco  at  the  earliest 
possible  moment.  To  do  this  would  require 
the  cooperation  of  the  state  and  municipal 
police  authorities. 

"I  fully  realize  the  seriousness  of  the 
situation  existing  on  the  entire  Pacific 
Coast. 

"I  am  using  every  effort  to  bring  about 
a  peaceful  and  just  settlement.  For  the 
past  forty-eight  hours  I  have  been  in  con- 
stant communication  with  officials  in  Wash- 
ington and  I  am  extremely  hopeful  that 
advice  will  be  in  my  hands  not  later  than 
Monday,  June  25,  conveying  the  attitude 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  connection 
with  the  controversy. 

"With  this  situation  in  hand  we  can  all 
hope  for  an  amicable  adjustment  of  the 
strike."234 

While  the  public  was  not  kept  ad- 
vised through  the  press  or  by  the  As- 
sociation as  to  the  latter's  plans  for 
the  movement  of  freight  the  Associ- 
ation kept  the  leaders  of  the  organized 
labor  world  in  San  Francisco  thorough- 
ly in  touch  with  its  plans  and  con- 
ferred with  them  almost  daily  relative 
to  its  program.  As  soon  as  it  had  been 
definitely  decided  that  a  movement 
must  be  undertaken  to  restore  normal 
freight  movements  to  and  from  the 
waterfront  and  across  the  streets  of  San 
Francisco  the  Association  called  in 
Messrs.  Casey  and  McLaughlin,  repre- 
senting the  Teamsters'  Union  and  told 
them  of  its  decision.  Almost  daily, 
thereafter,235  either  in  personal  conver- 
sations in  the  offices  of  the  Associa- 
tion, or  by  telephone,  these  men  were 
advised  of  the  successive  steps  which 
the  Association  had  undertaken:  when 
warehouses  were  leased  they  were  in- 
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formed  to  this  effect.  When  trucks 
were  purchased  they  were  advised  of 
this.  When  non-union  men  were  en- 
gaged to  drive  the  trucks  and  act  as 
warehousemen  they  were  also  informed 
of  this  also.  In  fact,  these  officers 
of  the  Teamsters'  Union  were  more 
thoroughly  in  touch  with  what  the  In- 
dustrial Association  proposed  to  do 
than  was  any  one  except  the  high  offi- 
cials of  the  city  and  the  officers  and 
staff  of  the  Association  itself.  As  al- 
ready indicated,236  as  early  as  June  7th, 
it  had  been  stated  to  Messrs.  Casey 
and  McLaughlin  that  unless  the  boy- 
cott of  the  waterfront  by  the  teamsters 
was  withdrawn,  the  community  sooner 
or  later  would  insist  on  hauling  freight 
in  some  other  fashion.  At  this  time  it 
was  suggested  by  a  representative  of 
the  Association237  that  it  might  be  pos- 
sible to  work  out  some  sort  of  plan 
under  which  the  operations  of  the  As- 
sociation's trucks,  if  and  when  this 
plan  was  inaugurated,  would  not 
jeopardize  the  agreement  between  the 
Teamsters'  Union  and  the  Draymen's 
Association  of  San  Francisco  which 
had  maintained  peaceful  conditions  in 
San  Francisco  in  the  teaming  trade  for 
more  than  a  third  of  a  century.  These 
suggestions  were  renewed  when  the 
Association  began  actively  to  consider 
plans  for  opening  the  port  and  positive 
and  definite  assurances  were  given  to 
representatives  of  the  Teamsters'  Union 
that  when  the  Association  undertook 
to  move  trucks  over  the  streets  of  San 
Francisco  with  non-union  men  it  would 
be  understood  that  it  was  an  emer- 
gency operation  only,  that  it  would 
only  be  continued  for  so  long  a  time 
as  the  emergency  might  continue  and 
that  the  moment  normal  trucking  op- 
erations, through  the  customary  chan- 
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nels,  were  resumed,  the  Association 
would  disband  and  terminate  its  truck- 
ing operations  entirely.238  While  it  is 
not  known  that  this  information  was 
conveyed  to  others  by  Messrs.  Casey 
and  Mclaughlin,  it  is  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  at  least  some  of  the  more 
responsible  labor  officials  in  San  Fran- 
cisco in  organizations  other  than  the 
Teamsters  were  advised  of  the  position 
taken  by  the  Association.  It  is  almost 
certain,  in  any  event,  that  John  A. 
O'Connell,  Secretary  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Labor  Council,  and  a  member  of 
the  Teamsters'  Union,  had  been  advised 
of  these  discussions  by  the  other  offi- 
cials of  the  teamsters'  organization. 

On  June  23d  a  dispatch  issued  from 
Sacramento  in  which  it  was  stated2 3? 
that  Governor  Merriam  had  made  plans 
for  calling  out  the  National  Guard  to 
protect  "the  free  passage  of  commerce 
through  the  port  of  San  Francisco"  if 
negotiations  for  the  settlement  of  the 
longshoremen's  strike  failed.  "State 
property  is  involved,"  said  the  Gov- 
ernor, "and  I  shall  not  hesitate  to 
take  such  action  as  is  necessary  to  pro- 
tect the  State  interests."240  In  the  same 
dispatch  it  was  stated  that  the  Governor 
had  called  in  the  Adjutant  General  of 
the  State  and  had  discussed  the  San 
Francisco  situation  with  him  at  length. 
The  Governor  also  discussed  with  the 
Chief  of  the  California  State  Highway 
Patrol  the  situation  as  it  might  affect 
the  general  movement  of  vehicles  over 
the  state  highway  system.241 

As  soon  as  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor  McGrady  reached  San  Francisco 
he  immediately  called  a  conference  of 
representatives  of  the  city  government 
and  of  the  principal  crafts  that  were 
on  strike.242  Following  this  a  confer- 
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ence  was  held  with  the  committee  of 
50  representing  the  ten  unions  on 
strike.  Secretary  McGrady  made  it  plain 
that  he  had  no  special  orders  relative 
to  the  strike  although  it  had  been 
rumored  that  he  was  coming  with 
sealed  orders  from  Secretary  Perkins. 
In  this  connection  Mr.  McGrady  said: 

"I  can't  say  a  thing  until  I  look  this 
situation  over.  The  first  thing  I  want  to 
find  out  is  exactly  what  the  men  went  and 
then  learn  just  how  far  the  employers  will 
go.  I  have  no-  special  orders  from  Secre- 
tary Perkins  nor  from  the  President  nor 
do  I  expect  any  until  I  report  back  to 
them."243 

On  the  same  day  a  statement  was 
issued  by  the  Industrial  Association 
relative  to  its  plans  for  the  movement 
of  freight  from  the  docks.  In  this  con- 
nection the  Managing  Director  of  the 
Association  said: 

"We  are  fully  equipped  to  begin  the 
movement  of  freight.  Moreover,  we  shall 
do  so  within  a  few  days  unless  the  federal 
authorities  can  bring  about  a  quick  settle- 
ment. We  will,  of  course,  give  Assistant 
Secretary  McGrady  every  aid  in  any  effort 
he  may  make  to  get  the  members  of  the 
I.  L.  A.  to  return  to  the  docks  under  the 
agreement  signed  in  the  offices  of  Mayor 
Rossi  a  week  ago  Saturday.  But  in  any 
event  we  are  determined  that  the  millions 
of  dollars  worth  of  goods  piled  up  on  the 
docks  for  the  past  47  days  must  begin 
moving  to-  their  consignees."244 

The  Longshoremen's  Association 
immediately  countered  with  a  statement 
issued  by  its  Publicity  Committee  in 
which  it  was  charged  that  the  Indus- 
trial Association  and  the  shipowners, 
using  the  Police  Department  "are  plan- 
ning to  open  this  port  by  force."  The 
statement  further  said  that  the  Union 
was  using  the  only  weapon  that  it  had 
available  at  its  disposal,  namely,  peace- 
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ful  picketing  in  order  to  secure  justice 
for  its  members.  The  statement  closed 
with  the  request  that  the  Mayor  take 
"such  action  as  will  be  necessary  to 
avoid  a  situation  where  a  small  group 
of  shipowners  can  defy  all  law  and 
order  and  utilize  the  police  force  of 
San  Francisco  to  carry  on  their  selfish 
aims."245 

A  reply  to  this  statement  was  made 
by  the  Industrial  Association  in  which 
it  was  charged  that  for  the  47  days 
preceding,  all  violence  which  had  taken 
place  had  been  due  to  the  activities  of 
the  representatives  of  the  striking 
unions.  It  was  also  stated  that  the  As- 
sociation had  not  attempted  to  stir  up 
any  violence  but,  on  the  contrary,  had 
used  all  of  its  power  "toward  the 
peaceful  termination  of  the  strike,  and 
has  exhausted  every  avenue  of  appeal 
and  conciliation."  Closing  its  statement 
the  Association  said: 

"The  port  of  San  Francisco  belongs  to 
the  people  and  it  is  going  to  be  used  by 
them.  Whatever  is  necessary  to  that  end 
we  will  do,  relying  upon  the  protection 
that  is  guaranteed  to  all  citizens  under  the 
Constitution,  in  the  lawful  conduct  of  law- 
ful business. 

"No-body  is  going  to  move  us  from  this 
position,  and  nobody  is  going  to  get  away 
with  any  misrepresentation  of  it.  "246 

The  term  "peaceful  picketing"  which 
had  been  used  in  the  longshoremen's 
statement  relative  to  the  Industrial  As- 
sociation's plan  returned  to  plague  and 
trouble  them  again  and  again  during 
the  course  of  the  next  few  days  when 
the  press,  taking  advantage  of  the  use 
of  this  phrase,  invariably  printed  it  in 
quotation  marks  whenever  violence 
occurred  on  the  waterfront.  It  had 
some  particularly  unfortunate  reper- 
cussions, so  far  as  the  strikers  were  con- 
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cerned,  when  a  number  of  innocent 
persons  having  no  connection  whatever 
with  the  longshoremen's  strike  were 
attacked.  A  real  estate  salesman  in 
Oakland,247  a  stock  broker  in  San  Fran- 
cisco,248 and  a  number  of  others  with- 
out strike  affiliations  of  any  kind,  were 
assaulted  and  severely  beaten  by  pickets 
during  the  course  of  the  next  few 
days.  One  woman,  wife  of  a  striking 
longshoreman,  was  beaten  in  her  own 
home,  according  to  police  reports. 24? 

In  addition  there  were  at  least  two 
cases  of  serious  fires  which  apparently 
were  of  incendiary  origin.  The  first  of 
these  occurred  when  a  freight  slip  in 
Alameda  was  completely  destroyed 
with  the  loss  of  about  $75,000.25<>  No 
boat  was  in  the  slip  and  it  had  been 
unused  for  some  considerable  time. 
This  slip,  however,  had  been  actively 
picketed  by  longshoremen  as  it  was 
apparently  believed  that  some  mer- 
chandise was  likely  to  move  over  it. 
The  other  fire  occurred  in  connection 
with  the  destruction  of  ten  trucks  and 
two  trailers  with  a  loss  of  about 
$25,000.251  Firemen  investigating  this 
blaze  said  that  they  believed  that  a 
gasoline  tank  had  been  punctured,  or 
else  a  tank  had  been  drained  by  siphon- 
ing and  the  gasoline  had  been  spread 
around  among  the  trucks  in  the  garage 
and  a  match  then  applied. 

Other  than  these  disturbances  the 
next  day  or  two  passed  in  comparative 
quiet.  A  prolonged  series  of  conferences 
took  place  participated  in  by  represen- 
tatives of  the  unions,  representatives  of 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  and 
the  Industrial  Association,  Assistant 
Secretary  McGrady,  Judge  Reynolds  of 
Seattle,  who  had  returned  to  San  Fran- 

(249)  S.  F.  News,  June  27,  1934. 

(250)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,   tune  20,   1934. 

(251)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  June  25,   1934. 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA,  1934 


95 


cisco,  and  Mr.  Marsh,  the  regional 
Federal  Conciliator. 

During  this  period  it  was  announced 
that  National  Guard  commanders  had 
been  instructed  to  check  over  their 
emergency  mobilization  orders-  and 
plans.252  When  Adjutant  General 
Howard  was  asked  whether  this  meant 
that  the  troops  were  likely  to  be  moved 
into  San  Francisco  he  replied  that  it 
was  only  a  routine  formality  and  that 
whenever  there  was  any  possibility  of 
an  emergency  situation  developing  that 
an  order  of  this  general  character  was 
issued.253 

An  important  committee  of  business 
men  called  on  Mayor  Rossi  on  June 
26th  to  advise  him  that  the  patience 
and  temper  of  the  business  community 
had  been  stretched  practically  to  the 
breaking  point  and  that  immediate 
steps  would  have  to  be  taken  in  order 
to  commence  the  movement  of  freight 
from  the  waterfront.254  Leland  W. 
Cutler,  a  former  President  of  the  San 
Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce,  acted 
as  spokesman  for  this  committee.  In 
this  connection  Mr.  Cutler  said: 

"If  conferences  are  unproductive  we  will 
have  to  have  our  cargoes  moved.  If  this  is 
necessary  we  want  your  fullest  cooperation. 
This  is  not  an  ultimatum,  but  a  report 
of  the  temper  of  thousands  of  citizens  who 
feel  that  if  nothing  develops  from  negotia- 
tions, steps  should  be  taken,  under  proper 
protection,  to  open  the  port."2  5 5 

In  reply  to  Mr.  Cutler's  statement 
Mayor  Rossi  pointed  out  that  it  was 
not  a  simple  matter  to  open  the  port. 
He  charged  that  the  real  battle  was  one 
against  Communism.  He  stated:  "There 
have  been  those  right  here  in  my  of- 
fice who  do  not  want  to  settle  this 
strike."  Mayor  Rossi  then  urged  the 
delegation  that  no  actual  movement  of 
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freight  from  the  waterfront  be  under- 
taken. In  this  connection  he  said: 

"I  beg  of  you,  gentlemen,  not  to  do  it. 
Give  us  another  24  hours  and  an  oppor- 
tunity to  get  the  men  back  to  work.  Give 
Mr.  McGrady  an  opportunity  to  work  out 
his  plans,  under  which  he  first  will  ask  the 
men  to-  go  back  to  work  while  the  Presi- 
dent appoints  a  Board  to  give  them  a 
square  deal."256 

In  response  to  Mayor  Rossi's  plea 
the  Industrial  Association  issued  a 
statement  on  June  26th  over  the  sig- 
nature of  its  President,  John  F. 
Forbes.257  The  Association  was  pre- 
pared, according  to  President  Forbes, 
to  begin  the  movement  of  freight  from 
the  waterfront,  and  had  expected  to 
do  so  on  June  27th.  He  went  on  to 
say  that  in  spite  of  the  rapidly  accum- 
ulating losses  to  the  merchants  of  the 
community  the  Association  did  not  feel 
that  it  was  "justified  in  disregarding 
this  appeal  from  the  chief  executive 
of  our  city."  The  statement  continued 
by  saying  that  in  the  opinion  of  the 
business  leadership  of  the  community 
the  time  for  further  delay  had  long 
since  passed  and  that  this  view  was 
shared  by  the  majority  of  its  citizens. 
It  next  urged  that  the  port  should  first 
be  opened  and  that  discussions  looking 
toward  settlement  of  the  strike  should 
then  be  carried  on.  It  was  made  clear 
that  this  was  the  second  time  that  the 
Association  has  delayed  its  operations, 
the  first  postponement  having  been 
made  at  the  request  of  Washington. 
"It  is  apparent  to  all,"  Mr.  Forbes' 
statement  continued  "that  what  really 
is  going  on  is  the  continuance  of  a 
condition  under  which  our  citizens  are 
not  permitted  to  go  about  their  regular 
businesses.  This  calls  for  the  full  power 
of  the  executive  in  the  protection  of  the 


(255)  Ibid. 

(256)  Ibid. 

(257)  See  Exhibit  "OO' 


96 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


rights  of  our  citizens." 

Reference  in  this  statement  to  the 
fact  that  the  Association  had  once  be- 
fore deferred  its  trucking  operations 
related  to  an  earlier  verbal  request  of 
Mayor  Rossi's  to  the  Association  after 
he  had  been  in  contact  with  federal 
officials  in  Washington  and  they  had 
urged  on  him  that  he  request  the  As- 
sociation not  to  take  any  action  at  that 
time.258 

On  June  22nd  President  Roosevelt 
announced,  through  Marvin  H.  Mc- 
Intyre,  his  Secretary,25?  that  he  had 
been  deluged  with  appeals  from  civic 
and  business  interests  in  San  Francisco 
and  other  ports  that  he  intervene  di- 
rectly.260 At  the  same  time  an  an- 
nouncement was  made  that  he  had 
telegraphed  Governor  Merriam  that  he 
was  laying  all  appeals  for  federal  aid 
before  Secretary  of  Labor  Perkins.  It 
also  became  known  that  just  before 
these  announcements  had  come  from 
the  White  House  a  series  of  confiden- 
tial exchanges  had  taken  place  between 
Governor  Merriam  at  Sacramento  and 
the  President.261 

For  several  days  prior  to  this  time 
there  had  been  continuing  reference  in 
the  press  to  the  terms  of  the  new 
Labor  Disputes  Act  that  had  been 
passed  by  Congress  in  the  closing  days 
of  the  session.  A  number  of  sugges- 
tions had  been  made  that  the  Pres- 
ident intended  to  invoke  the  provi- 
sions of  this  act  in  connection  with 
the  Pacific  Coast  situation  and  the  terms 
of  the  act  had  been  carefully  studied 
by  both  employers  and  workers. 

Late  on  the  evening  of  June  26th 
the  press  wire  services  brought  word 
to  San  Francisco  from  Washington 
that  President  Roosevelt  had  availed 
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himself  of  the  powers  vested  in  him 
under  the  new  Labor  Dispute  Act,  that 
he  had  appointed  a  board  under  this 
Act  and  given  it  the  title  of  the  Na- 
tional Longshoremen's  Board.262  The 
members  of  the  board  were:  Arch- 
bishop Edward  J.  Hanna  of  the  Cath- 
olic Diocese  of  San  Francisco,  as 
Chairman,  O.  K.  Cushing,  an  attorney 
of  San  Francisco,  and  Edward  F.  Mc- 
Grady,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor. 

While  the  appointment  of  the  Board 
was  lauded  by  the  press  and  its  mem- 
bership was  universally  characterized 
as  of  the  highest  integrity,  the  mem- 
bers of  the  strike  committee  refused 
to  indicate  whether  they  would  accord 
the  Board  their  cooperation  and  sup- 
port. Complete  silence  greeted  a  ques- 
tion addressed  to  the  strike  commit- 
tee by  Mr.  McGrady  when  he  asked: 

"If  this  Board  reaches  a  satisfactory 
settlement  for  the  longshoremen  will  the 
rest  of  you  go  back  to  work  upon  the 
promise  of  this  board  to  take  up  the  case 
of  each  of  your  other  unions  in  rapid  suc- 
cession ?"263 

Similarly  when  McGrady  asked  the 
strikers  if  they  would  back  the  Presi- 
dent the  question  was  again  greeted 
with  silence.  Finally  McGrady  asked 
if  the  Board  would  trust  him  and  he 
was  answered  by  a  chorus  of  "No, 
we  won't  trust  anybody."264  In  this 
connection  Bridges  as  the  chairman  of 
the  strike  committee  indicated  that  he 
not  only  questioned  the  appropriateness 
and  advisability  of  appointing  the 
Board  but  that  he  was  doubtful  as  to 
its  personnel  and  implied  that  im- 
proper influence  had  been  brought  to 
bear  upon  the  President  to  secure  the 
appointment  of  persons  favorable  to 
the  point  of  view  of  the  employers.265 
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Bridges  insisted  on  knowing  who  sug- 
gested the  names  of  the  Board  to 
the  President.  Secretary  McGrady  in 
reply  stated  that  the  President  undoubt- 
edly was  in  touch  with  the  situation 
and  knew  whom  he  wanted  to  appoint. 
On  the  other  hand  Mr.  Ryan  when 
advised  of  the  appointment  of  the 
Board  said:  "If  they  can't  settle  the 
strike  nobody  can."  And  Mayor  Rossi 
is  reported  to  have  said:  "Anyone  who 
objects  to  this  set-up  doesn't  want 
peace."266 

In  explaining  the  powers  of  the 
Board  Secretary  McGrady  said: 

"From  the  employers  has  come  the  charge 
that  the  ranks  of  the  I.  L.  A.  here  and  in 
other  Pacific  ports  have  been  stacked  with 
men  who  are  not  really  longshoremen  and 
have  never  worked  at  this  craft.  Equally 
from  the  ranks  of  the  men  has  come  the 
charge  that  'ringers'  have  been  thrust  into 
waterfront  employment  with  instructions  to 
vote  for  any  measures  favored  by  the  ship- 
ping men. 

"Therefore  the  first  task  of  the  board 
will  be  to  determine  who  are  the  long- 
shoremen and  who  they  want  to  act  as 
their  spokesman.  We  will  undoubtedly  em- 
ploy paid  investigators  and  experts  to  de- 
termine this  point,  and  we  will  subpoena 
records  of  the  employers  and  of  the  union, 
one  to  be  checked  against  the  other  to 
determine  who  the  real  longshoremen 
are."267 

It  was  also  reported  that  the  con- 
ference between  Mr.  McGrady  and  the 
strike  committee  had  gone  over,  para- 
graph by  paragraph,  the  agreement  of 
June  16th.  Each  paragraph  was  dis- 
cussed in  detail,  but  finally  the  crux 
of  the  committee's  objection  centered 
about  its  insistence  that  the  longshore- 
men either  be  given  a  preferential  shop 
agreement  or  else  that  the  employers 
accede  to  a  plan  giving  the  unions  com- 
plete control  of  the  hiring  hall.268 
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While  these  conferences  were  taking 
place  one  of  America's  most  pictur- 
esque labor  figures  joined  the  San 
Francisco  group  of  labor  leaders  when 
Andrew  Furuseth,  President  of  the  In- 
ternational Seamen's  Union  for  more 
than  a  quarter  of  a  century,  arrived  in 
San  Francisco  from  Washington  by 
plane  on  June  27th.26?  Furuseth  stated 
on  his  arrival  that  "there  is  nothing 
that  I  can  see  to  stand  in  the  way  of  a 
settlement  of  the  strike  satisfactory  to 
all  concerned  within  24  hours." 

Furuseth  went  on  to  state: 

"The  only  thing  which  is  standing  in 
the  way  of  settlement  now  is  the  mutual 
distrust  of  the  employers  for  the  men  and 
the  men  for  the  employers.  The  first  thing 
we  must  do  is  to  reestablish  this  trust.  We 
must  make  the  employers  and  the  men  trust 
each  other  and  this  strike  will  be  settled 
and  no  harm  done  to  any  one.  We  are 
keeping  the  Seamen's  Union  clean  and  be- 
fore any  one  is  admitted  to  membership 
he  must  undergo  examination.  We  don't 
want  any  radicals  or  communists  or  other 
trouble  makers  in  our  organization."270 

Following  the  conference  with  the 
joint  strike  committee  Mr.  McGrady 
stated  that  the  immediate  concern  of 
the  Board  was  not  the  longshoremen's 
strike  itself,  since  the  employers  had 
already  voted  their  willingness  to  rec- 
ognize the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  for  the  purpose  of 
collective  bargaining.  According  to  the 
Assistant  Secretary  the  principal  obsta- 
cle that  stood  in  the  way  of  the  Board 
arriving  at  a  satisfactory  solution  to 
the  problem  which  it  faced  was  the  re- 
fusal of  the  men  to  go  back  to  work 
until  the  parallel  strikes  of  other  ma- 
rine unions  had  all  been  settled.271 

After  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board  had  conferred  on  June  27th  with 
representatives  of  the  strikers  it  met 
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with  a  committee  of  steamship  opera- 
tors and  members  of  the  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union  together  with  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Industrial  Associa- 
tion.272 This  group  reviewed  before  the 
Board  the  basic  elements  of  the  situa- 
tion and  particularly  the  practical  im- 
possibility of  meeting  the  demands  of 
the  various  maritime  crafts  other  than 
longshoremen.  No  better  statement  of 
these  difficulties  was  made  during  the 
course  of  the  strike  than  that  issued  on 
June  21st  by  the  Pacific  Foreign  Trade 
Steamship  Association  in  a  letter  ad- 
dressed by  that  organization  to  Mr. 
Plant,  President  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union.  This  letter275  was  made 
public  by  Mr.  Plant  at  the  same  time 
that  he  forwarded  it  to  Mayor  Rossi 
as  an  important  record  in  connection 
with  the  demands  of  the  striking  sea- 
men and  other  seagoing  personnel.  In 
this  statement  it  was  pointed  out  that 
the  foreign  owned  and  operated  steam- 
ship lines  had  no  interest  in  the  various 
strikes  on  the  Pacific  Coast  except  the 
strike  of  the  longshoremen.  All  other 
disputes,  it  was  indicated,  raised  inter- 
national problems  which  could  not  be 
settled  by  any  process  of  direct  negotia- 
tion. The  substance  of  the  communi- 
cation was  contained  in  two  of  the 
closing  paragraphs  in  which  the  For- 
eign Trade  Association  said: 

"The  Longshoremen's  Union  must  real- 
ize that  the  Foreign  Lines  are  not,  nor  can 
they  be,  involved  in  any  dispute  in  con- 
nection with  wages  or  working  conditions 
of  American  vessels  or  in  the  problems  of 
shoreside  unions  with  which  they  have  no 
connection  and  the  members  of  which  are 
not  in  any  way  engaged  on  these  vessels. 

"All  of  these  problems  other  than  those 
involving  the  longshoremen  directly  are 
matters  in  which  foreign  lines  cannot  be 
involved,  and  to  postpone  the  settlement 
of  the  longshoremen's  strike  on  any  grounds 
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involving  these  other  workers  or  unions  is 
highly  prejudicial  and  unfair  to  the  for- 
eign flag  lines,  who  cannot  in  the  least  aid 
or  participate  in  the  solution  of  these  other 
irrelevant  questions." 

Meanwhile  another  problem  was 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  National 
Longshoremen's  Board  when  a  new 
tie-up  of  Alaska  shipping,  resulting 
from  the  refusal  of  the  longshoremen 
to  work  longer  under  the  agreement 
of  June  8th,  was  directed  to  President 
Roosevelt  by  Mayor  Smith  of  Seattle.274 
Smith  urged  the  President  to  give  fed- 
eral protection  in  the  moving  of  ships. 
Judge  Reynolds  who  had  been  in  San 
Francisco  to  confer  with  the  Long- 
shoremen's Board  immediately  left  for 
Seattle  by  plane. 

After  the  initial  meetings  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Board  a  statement  was 
issued  by  it  in  which  it  said  that  after 
communicating  with  the  Industrial  As- 
sociation that  organization  had  imme- 
diately acceded  to  a  request  that  it 
again  delay  for  24  hours  its  plans  to 
open  the  port.275  The  balance  of  the 
statement  was  in  more  or  less  general 
terms  beseeching  the  cooperation  and 
sympathy  of  all  groups. 

Evidence  of  the  development  of  a 
breach  between  the  more  conservative 
labor  element  and  the  strike  leaders 
was  contained  in  a  statement  made  on 
June  27th  by  Ryan  as  President  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Association  in  which 
he  severely  criticized  Bridges.  In  this 
statement  Ryan  declared  that  the  ac- 
tion of  the  local  strike  committee  had 
given  the  employers  a  lack  of  confi- 
dence in  the  leaders  of  the  strike  in 
San  Francisco.  "The  leader  of  the  local 
strike  committee,"  he  said,  "has  refused 
to  go  along  with  the  majority.  A  policy 
was  decided  on  by  the  Executive  Com- 

(274)  S.  F.  Examiner,  June  22,  1934,  and  June 
28,   1934. 

(275)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  June  28,  1934. 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA,  1934 


99 


mittee  of  the  Longshoremen's  Associ- 
ation on  the  Pacific  Coast  and  under 
the  rules  of  the  Association  should  be 
adopted.  But  the  local  strike  leader 
has  refused  to  agree  to  it.  Bridges 
won't  go  along  with  anything,  but 
sticks  to  his  original  demands.  It  is 
my  opinion  the  time  has  come  for 
modification.276  Ryan  also  charged 
that  "Bridges  doesn't  want  this  strike 
settled  and  it  is  my  firm  belief  he  is 
acting  for  the  Communists." 

In  answer  to  this  the  Joint  Marine 
Strike  Committee  gave  a  vote  of  con- 
fidence to  Bridges  as  its  Chairman.  A 
statement  issued  by  the  Committee 
said:  "This  motion  carried  unanimously 
and  a  vote  of  confidence  in  Chairman 
Bridges  was  passed  without  a  dissent- 
ing vote."  In  the  same  statement  an- 
other paragraph  of  great  significance 
occurred.  It  was  as  follows: 

"A  resolution  was  also  passed  to  appoint 
a  committee  to  contact  all  unions  and  in- 
vite them  to  send  representatives  to  a  con- 
ference to  discuss  the  question  of  a  gen- 
eral strike  and  formulate  plans  there- 
for."277 

It  was  stated  in  connection  with 
this  meeting  that  arrangements  had 
been  made  to  hold  it  on  June  30th 
and  that  at  that  time  "a  discussion 
with  other  members  of  other  labor 
unions  will  be  held  relative  to  the 
question  of  a  general  strike." 

Furuseth  appeared  before  the  Long- 
shoremen's Board  on  June  28th  and 
outlined  a  plan  under  which  it  was  pro- 
posed that  the  various  maritime  crafts 
on  strike  should  return  to  work  pend- 
ing arbitration.278  In  this  connection 
Furuseth  pointed  out  that  an  election 
would  be  necessary  before  any  arbi- 
tration proceedings  and  that  the  Board 
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had  the  power  to  hold  such  an  elec- 
tion. "After  the  vote  we  would  be 
willing  to  go  back  to  work  pending 
arbitration,"  he  said. 

A  new  proposal  relative  to  the  man- 
ner of  conducting  the  hiring  hall  was 
submitted  by  the  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation to  the  Board  on  June  28th.2?9 
It  was  at  first  reported  that  the  pro- 
posal had  been  ratified  by  two-thirds 
vote  of  the  Strike  Committee  of  100 
and,  according  to  Ryan,  was  therefore 
binding  under  the  rules  of  the  organ- 
ization on  the  membership.  It  later  de- 
veloped, however,  that  the  proposals  had 
come  from  a  committee  of  international 
and  district  officers  and  it  was  report- 
ed that  they  would  be  repudiated  by 
the  rank  and  file,  if  presented.280 

The  new  plan  provided  that  the  hir- 
ing hall  should  be  managed  by  a  joint 
committee  consisting  of  three  members 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  and  three  members 
from  the  employers'  organization  with 
an  I.  L.  A.  dispatcher  actively  in  charge 
of  sending  men  to  jobs.281  Among 
other  things  it  provided  that  this  dis- 
patcher would  not  discriminate  in  send- 
ing men  to  the  docks  and  that  no  pref- 
erential employment  for  union  mem- 
bers would  be  asked.  In  the  event  of 
a  deadlock  a  seventh  imparital  person 
would  be  chosen  to  act  as  arbitrator. 
At  the  time  of  the  announcement  of 
this  new  plan  it  was  stated  that  Bridges 
and  other  left-wing  members  of  the 
Union  had  opposed  it  and  insisted  that 
all  of  the  original  proposals  including 
full  union  control  of  the  hiring  hall 
and  a  closed  shop  contract  should  be 
approved  by  the  Board.282  Following 
this  meeting  of  the  Board  Ryan  left 
San  Francisco  for  Chicago. 

At  the  close  of  the  session  on  June 
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28th  the  Board  issued  the  following 
statement,  through  Mr.  Gushing:283 

"We  have  to-day  heard  from  the  Em- 
ployers' Association  giving  us  a  very  full 
and  complete  statement  of  their  position 
and  the  problems  as  they  see  it.  The  em- 
ployers and  the  men  differ  radically  on  cer- 
tain points  on  which  it  will  be  necessary 
to  come  to  some  agreement  in  some  way 
if  the  strike  problem  is  to*  be  solved. 

"We  have  submitted  to  the  employers 
and  to  the  men  separate  questions  which 
we  have  asked  them  to  answer  at  our 
meetings  tomorrow.  We  will  have  a  meet- 
ing with  employers  at  10  o'clock  in  the 
morning  and  with  the  men  at  2  o'clock  in 
the  afternoon.  We  feel  that  the  situation 
is  involved  in  difficulties  that  will  require 
patient  consideration  of  both  sides. 

"We  have  obtained  from  the  Industrial 
Association  an  extension  of  time  which 
they  have  heretofore  advised  to  expire  to- 
morrow (June  29th)  until  Monday  (July 
2nd)." 

Reference  in  the  statement  by  Mr. 
Gushing  to  the  fact  that  the  Industrial 
Association  had  agreed  to  postpone 
operations  referred  to  a  letter  address- 
ed by  the  Association  to  Archbishop 
Hanna  advising  him  that  the  Associa- 
tion intended  to  commence  to  move 
cargo  on  June  29th.  In  response  a  re- 
quest was  received  by  the  Association 
from  the  Archbishop  urging  that  this 
step  not  be  taken.  A  statement  was 
then  issued  by  President  Forbes  of  the 
Association  that  hauling  operations  had 
been  deferred  until  Monday,  July  2d. 
In  the  letter  to  Archbishop  Hanna, 
President  Forbes  of  the  Association 
said,  after  indicating  his  sympathy  with 
the  efforts  being  made  by  the  Long- 
shoremen's Board  to  effect  a  settle- 
ment :283-» 

"In  the  meantime,  the  citizens  of  San 
Francisco  have  been  confronted  with  an 
entirely  different  problem  which  is  their 
right  to  the  free  use  of  the  public  streets 
and  wharves  in  the  normal  transaction  of 


lawful  business.  This  indisputable  right  has 
been  denied  our  people,  through  intimida- 
tion and  violence,  for  55  days,  at  an  esti- 
mated cost  of  approximately  one  million 
dollars  a  day. 

"We  are  constrained  now  to  advise  you 
again  of  our  position,  as  representing  the 
public  interest,  that  no  industrial  dispute 
can  rightfully  be  allowed  to  interfere  with 
the  lawful  movement  of  goods  to  and  from 
the  San  Francisco  waterfront,  and  we  have 
therefore  arranged  for  such  operations 
relying  upon  the  protection  guaranteed  by 
law  to  all  citizens. 

"At  the  request  of  various  interested 
officials  and  yo'ur  Board,  we  have  deferred 
four  times  the  exercise  of  our  right  as 
citizens  to  move  goods,  without  deviating 
from  our  position  that  this  is  and  must  be 
a  matter  distinct  from  the  arbitration  and 
settlement  of  the  longshoremen's  strike. 

"In  justice  to-  our  merchants  and  citi- 
zens, it  does  not  appear  that  we  can 
longer  delay  the  free  use  of  our  water- 
front pending  the  determination  of  that 
strike. 

"We  therefore  respectfully  advise  you  of 
our  intention  to  resume  the  movement  of 
goods  to1  and  from  the  waterfront  as  of 
Friday,  June  29th." 

After  the  request  from  the  Arch- 
bishop had  been  received,  the  Associ- 
ation, as  already  indicated,  issued  a 
statement  in  which  it  said: 

"In  acceding  to  Archbishop  Hanna's  re- 
quest we  felt  we  had  no  other  course  of 
action  because  of  the  distinguished  per- 
sonnel of  the  Board  and  the  fact  that  its 
members  are  representatives  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States." 

On  June  29th  the  Joint  Marine 
Strike  Committee,  through  its  chair- 
man, Harry  Bridges,  went  over  the 
heads  of  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board  and  sent  a  direct  appeal  to 
President  Roosevelt  in  which  the  griev- 
ances of  the  various  maritime  crafts 
were  reviewed.284  The  most  significant 
statement  in  the  letter  was:  "The  strike 
is  one  hundred  per  cent  effective  along 


(283)   Ibid. 

(283-a)   Files  of  Industrial  Association. 


(284)   S.  F.  Examiner,  June  30,  1934. 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA,  1934 


101 


the  entire  Pacific  Coast  and  we  intend 
to  remain  on  strike  until  all  of  our 
demands,  as  set  forth  herein,  are  met." 

In  view  of  the  wide  divergence  in 
the  point  of  view  expressed  by  the 
I.  L.  A.  District  Executive  officers  and 
the  Strike  Committee,  representatives 
of  the  employers  insisted,  at  the  meet- 
ing of  the  Board  held  on  June  29th, 
that  decision  should  be  reached  as  to 
who  were  the  responsible  spokesmen 
and  leaders  of  the  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation and  with  whom  the  employers 
could  deal.285  The  spokesman  for  the 
employers  is  reported  to  have  said: 
"Whom  shall  we  deal  with,  Joseph 
Ryan,  National  President,  the  District 
Executive  Board  or  Bridges'  Strike 
Committee  ?  We  have  made  two  agree- 
ments and  both  have  been  repudiated." 

On  June  29th  the  Board  was  en- 
gaged in  consideration  of  the  knotty 
questions  involved  in  the  waterfront 
strike  situation  during  the  course  of  the 
entire  day.  Late  in  the  afternoon,  while 
the  members  of  the  Joint  Strike  Com- 
mittee were  before  the  Board,  repre- 
sentatives of  all  of  the  striking  unions, 
except  the  committee  of  Longshore- 
men, suddenly  left  the  meeting.286  It 
was  stated  by  Furuseth,  at  this  time: 
"The  owners  won't  meet  with  us  and 
nothing  can  be  done  until  they  do. 
We  realize,  of  course,  that  the  Presi- 
dent's Board  has  the  power  to  call  us 
back  and  if  they  wish  to  force  us  to 
do  so,  of  course,  we  will  come  back."287 

When  the  employers  were  asked  by 
the  Board  if  they  would  submit  their 
side  of  the  question  to  arbitration  the 
reply  was  given  that  they  would  only 
answer  the  question  when  a  vote  of  the 
strikers  on  the  same  question  had  been 
taken.288  When  this  question  was  put 


to  the  longshoremen  a  short  time  later 
the  reply  was  definitely  in  the  nega- 
tive.28? It  was  stated  that  the  demands 
of  the  longshoremen  could  not  be  ar- 
bitrated. 

Two  other  events  of  considerable 
interest  occurred  during  the  course  of 
these  early  negotiations  which  were 
being  conducted  by  the  Board.  The 
first  of  these  was  an  official  statement 
issued  by  the  Publicity  Committee  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  ex- 
horting its  members  to  return  to  the 
picket  lines.  The  statement  frankly 
admitted  that  the  picket  lines  were 
not  as  strong  as  they  had  been  during 
the  early  days  of  the  struggle.2?**  This 
statement  also  was  apparently  designed 
to  prepare  pickets  for  the  possibility 
of  an  effort  on  the  part  of  the  Indus- 
trial Association  to  move  freight  from 
the  docks.  In  this  connection  the  state- 
ment said: 

"All  pickets  will  hold  themselves  pre- 
pared to  mobilize  in  front  of  docks  on 
short  notice.  This  move  is  necessary  as  an 
attempt  may  be  made  to  open  the  docks 
momentarily." 

At  another  place  in  the  statement 
the  following  language  occurred  in  re- 
gard to  a  general  strike: 

"Spread  the  word  about  the  general 
strike — by  the  increased  pressure  of  a 
threat  of  a  general  strike  the  subborn  ship- 
owners will  be  forced  to  bring  the  strike 
to  a  successful  settlement  for  the  strikers." 

When  the  question  of  the  general 
strike  was  brought  up  at  a  meeting  of 
the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  held 
on  June  29th  Charles  Cutwright,  a 
member  of  the  strike  committee,  urged 
this  policy  as  a  means  of  protecting 
the  labor  movement  in  San  Francisco. 
According  to  the  newspapers  only 
scattered  applause  greeted  Cutwright's 
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appeal.2?1  During  the  presentation  of 
union  reports  made  at  the  same  meet- 
ing the  President  of  the  San  Francisco 
Butchers'  Union  announced  that  if  any 
attempt  was  made  to  open  the  port 
union  workers  would  be  called  upon 
to  strike  in  all  meat  jobbing  houses.292 

In  contrast  to  this  the  Teamsters' 
Joint  Executive  Board,  representing  all 
teamsters'  locals  in  the  Bay  area,  as 
well  as  the  locals  of  other  transporta- 
tion trades  such  as  taxicab  drivers,  milk 
wagon  drivers,  ice  wagon  drivers, 
bakery  wagon  drivers,  etc.,  advised  the 
Council  that  it  was  opposed  to  a  gen- 
eral strike  and  that  the  Executive  Board 
had  requested  all  locals  affiliated 
through  it  to  take  a  similar  stand. 

Reply  of  the  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation to  the  proposal  that  a  secret 
ballot  be  taken  by  the  longshoremen 
in  connection  with  the  modified  plan 
of  settlement  proposed  by  Ryan  and 
other  officers,  was  definitely  in  the 
negative.  The  membership  voted  to 
refuse  to  even  consider  the  plan.29^  At 
the  same  time  it  was  stated  by  Bridges 
that  he  had  received  another  vote  of 
confidence  from  the  Union.294 

After  an  all  day  Sunday  session  with 
representatives  of  strikers,  employers 
and  the  Industrial  Association,  the 
Board  issued  a  statement  late  in  the 
evening  in  which  it  declared  that  no 
appreciable  change  had  taken  place  in 
the  situation  as  a  result  of  its  activities. 

This  statement  said: 

"The  Board  had  a  lengthy  conference 
with  representatives  of  employers  this  morn- 
ing, and  a  long  conference  with  repre- 
sentatives of  the  men  this  afternoon. 
These  were  followed  by  a  brief  conference 
with  representatives  of  the  employers  and 
representatives  of  the  Industrial  Associa- 
tion. Further  conferences  will  be  held  with 


the    employers    at     10    o'clock    tomorrow 
(Monday)  morning. 

"Today's  conferences  have  not  resulted  in 
any  change  in  the  situation  as  it  existed 
Saturday  afternoon.  The  Board  is  sending 
a  report  by  wire  to  Secretary  of  Labor 
Perkins  presenting  the  situation  as  it  stands 
tonight  and,  anticipating  advice  from  her 
or  from  the  President  tomorrow,  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  further  conferences 
are  to  be  held  tomorrow,  the  Board  has 
asked  the  Industrial  Association  to  post- 
pone action  until  Tuesday  morning.  The 
Association  will  reply  to  the  Board's  re- 
quest at  10  o'clock  tomorrow  morning."2?} 

When  the  representatives  of  the  In- 
dustrial Association  were  asked  by  the 
press  to  indicate  what  stand  they 
would  take  in  face  of  the  Board's  lat- 
est request,  they  replied  by  stating  that 
their  answer  would  be  given  at  the  time 
indicated  in  the  announcement  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Board.296  Since,  how- 
ever, the  Industrial  Association  had 
promised  both  Police  Commissioner 
Theodore  J.  Roche  and  Police  Chief 
Quinn  to  give  the  Police  Department 
at  least  24  hours'  notice  before  attempt- 
ing to  open  up  the  port  it  was  gen- 
erally considered  that  it  was  unlikely 
that  the  Association  would  take  any 
action  at  the  time  it  had  originally  set, 
namely,  1  P.  M.  July  2d. 

Further  support  to  this  position  was 
given  when  it  was  ascertained  that  the 
Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners, 
through  the  President  of  the  Board, 
P.  W.  Meherin,  stated  that  it  was  mak- 
ing no  move  to  swear  in  additional 
waterfront  guards.297  This  reference  to 
providing  additional  protection  to  the 
State  property  on  the  waterfront  re- 
lated to  a  telegram  sent  by  Governor 
Merriam  to  Mr.  Meherin  on  the  after- 
noon of  June  30th  in  which  he  said:298 
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"Owing  to  gravity  of  situation  in  strike 
area  suggest  State  Habor  Commissioners 
take  such  steps  as  may  be  necessary  and 
desirable  for  protection  of  state  property 
under  jurisdiction  of  commerce  and  to  best 
interests  of  state.  Also  suggest  temporary 
appointment  of  such  wharfingers,  toll  col- 
lectors, special  policemen  as  provided  in 
Section  2550  of  the  Political  Code  if  con- 
ditions make  such  action  necessary  and  de- 
sirable. Kindly  keep  me  informed  as  to 
situation  that  I  might  provide  additional 
support  and  cooperation  sufficient  in  pro- 
tection of  life  and  property  and  main- 
tenance of  order." 

The  section  of  the  Political  Code 
referred  to  by  the  Governor  provides 
that  upon  a  request  in  writing  by  the 
Board  of  State  Harbor  Commissioners, 
the  Board  of  Police  Commissioners  of 
San  Francisco  shall  appoint  the  classes 
of  employees  specified  in  the  Gover- 
nor's telegram.  It  limits  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  such  officers  to  state  property 
under  the  control  of  the  Board  of 
Harbor  Commissioners.  Men  appoint- 
ed under  this  procedure  would  be  re- 
quired to  be  paid  by  the  Harbor  Com- 
missioners. 

It  was  pointed  out  by  attorneys,  how- 
ever, that  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
Governor  to  resort  to  the  procedure 
suggested  in  his  telegram  as  he,  him- 
self, had  the  power,  if  he  desired  to 
use  it,  to  appoint  such  special  police 
as  the  steamship  companies  might  nom- 
inate. If  this  latter  procedure  were  in- 
voked the  shipping  companies  request- 
ing the  additional  guards  would  be  re- 
quired to  bear  the  expenses.2" 

In  response  to  the  Governor's  tele- 
gram President  Meherin  of  the  Board, 
indicated  that  in  his  opinion 

"There  has  been  no  occasion  to  date  to 
appoint  such  guards.  There  has  been  no 
violence  yet  to  state  property  and  if  such 
should  occur  we  shall  take  the  steps  as 
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suggested  by  the  Governor.  We  have  no 
available  civil  service  lists  for  state  police 
duty  and  we  shall  no  doubt  confer  with 
the  Police  Department  and  have  the  extra 
guards  appointed  from  its  lists  if  the  occa- 
sion arises."300 

Through  its  strike  committee  the  In- 
ternational Longshoremen's  Association 
sent  a  lengthy  letter  to  the  Longshore- 
men's Board  on  June  30th  signed  by 
Henry  Schmidt,  a  member  of  the  Com- 
mittee, and  Ivan  T.  Cox,  Secretary  of 
the  Local.  This  letter*01  recited  at  con- 
siderable length  the  unsatisfactory  con- 
ditions under  which  it  is  claimed  long- 
shoremen had  to  work.  The  letter  in- 
cluded a  paragraph  to  the  effect  that 
while  a  minority  of  workers  had  made 
good  wages  on  the  waterfront,  those 
receiving  these  better  wages  were  gen- 
erally favored  by  foremen.  In  spite  of 
their  superior  earnings  it  was  stated 
that  this  group  was  willing  to  work 
shorter  hours  in  order  to  spread  em- 
ployment. 

The  first  of  a  long  series  of  court 
cases  involving  Communists  came  to  a 
climax  on  June  30th  when  Joseph  Wil- 
son, District  Secretary  for  the  Interna- 
tional Labor  Defense  League,  was  ar- 
rested302 and  charged  with  a  felony 
as  a  result  of  telegrams  which  Wilson 
had  sent  to  Municipal  Judge  George  J. 
Steiger  during  the  hearing  of  the  cases 
of  a  number  of  persons  arrested  in 
connection  with  picketing  activities. 
The  first  of  Wilson's  telegrams  was 
dispatched  before  court  convened,  and 
this  was  followed  by  several  others 
from  him,  stating  that  the  International 
Labor  Defense  would  hold  Judge 
Steiger  responsible  for  any  action  taken 
by  the  court.  Similar  telegrams  were 
sent  by  Bessell  McGee  of  the  Young 
Communists'  League  and  S.  Telford  of 
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the  Marine  Workers'  Industrial  Union. 
Wilson  was  held  on  $20,000  bond  or 
$10,000  cash.  He  was  later  sentenced 
to  five  days  in  jail. 

On  July  2d  the  Longshoremen's 
Board  issued  a  lengthy  statement  in 
which  it  strongly  urged  that  all  dif- 
ferences between  employers  and  em- 
ployees be  composed  and  that  both  par- 
ties request  the  Board  to  act  as  arbi- 
trator and  agree  to  abide  by  its  de- 
cision. The  Board  further  offered  as  a 
basis  for  consideration  the  following 
proposals  all  based  on  acceptance  of 
arbitration  by  both  parties: 

1.  All  men  return  to  work  in  the 
same  positions  they  held,  without 
discrimination. 

2.  Any   decision   on   wages  to  be 
retroactive  to  the  date  the  men 
returned  to  work. 

3.  Grievances  and  demands  of  mar- 
itime unions  to  be  taken  up  im- 
mediately   following   the    long- 
shoremen's case. 

4.  Board  to  employ  its  power  to  re- 
quire an  election  to  name  repre- 
sentatives of  the  workers. 

5.  Board  to  use  its  good  offices  to 
abolish  necessity  of  seamen  ap- 
plying for  employment  to  Ma- 
rine Service  Bureau. 

6.  Board  requested  both  parties  to 
reply  by  midnight  July   5th  so 
that  arbitration  could  begin  July 
6th.3Q3 

It  will  be  recalled  that  the  Industrial 
Association  at  the  request  of  Arch- 
bishop Hanna  had  consented  to  defer 
its  proposed  operations  relative  to  the 
transportation  of  merchandise  from  the 
docks  until  July  2d.304  Qn  that  day  the 
Association  dispatched  three  letters 
relating  to  its  plans,  one  to  Archbishop 
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Hanna,  as  Chairman  of  the  Board,  one 
to  Mayor  Rossi  and  one  to  Chief  of 
Police  Quinn.  The  letter  to  Archbishop 
Hanna,305  after  again  expressing  sym- 
pathy with  the  efforts  of  the  Board, 
outlined  the  cost  to  the  community  of 
the  strike,  insisted  on  the  right  of  the 
community  to  use  its  streets  without 
interference  and  specifically  pointed 
out  that  "this  right  to  move  goods 
which  the  Association  had  already  four 
times  deferred,  must  be  a  matter  dis- 
tinct from  the  arbitration  and  settle- 
ment of  the  longshoremen's  strike." 
The  letter  closed  by  advising  the  Arch- 
bishop that  the  Association  intended 
to  resume  the  movement  of  goods  to 
and  from  the  waterfront. 

In  its  letter  to  Mayor  Rossi306  the 
Association  outlined  at  considerably 
greater  length  the  developments  of  the 
55  day-old  strike.  It  stated: 

"The  right  to  drive  a  vehicle  no  matter 
how  it  may  have  been  loaded,  by  whom  or 
with  what,  on  the  Embarcadero  or  any 
other  street  is  no  more  to  be  denied  than 
the  right  of  a  citizen  to  drive  his  car 
within  the  traffic  regulations,  up  Market 
Street." 

The  Association's  letter  then  went  on 
to  depict  the  results  of  violence,  riot- 
ing and  intimidation  which  had  accom- 
panied the  dock  strike,  touched  on  the 
fact  that  foreign  lines  had  notified  the 
Association  that  they  would  have  to 
cancel  San  Francisco  as  a  port  of  call 
unless  steps  were  taken  to  restore  the 
free  flow  of  commerce,307  and  proceed- 
ed to  outline  the  several  agreements 
which  had  been  approved  but  which 
had  been  repudiated  by  the  rank  and 
file  of  the  Longshoremen's  Association. 
It  again  stated  that  the  Association  in- 
tended to  start  its  trucking  operations 

(306)  Industrial  Association  Files,  and  see  Ex- 
hibit -IT". 

(307)  Letters  in  files  of  Industrial  Association. 
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with  unarmed  drivers  on  July  2d.  In 
this  connection  the  Association  said: 

"This  is  being  done  because  we  are  de- 
termined to  take  no-  step  which  will  pro- 
voke violence  and  because  we  are  confident 
that  the  peaceful  trucking  of  goods  on  San 
Francisco  streets  will  be  protected  by  the 
police  department." 

Finally  it  pointed  out  that  if  an  effort 
was  made  to  interfere  with  the  move- 
ment of  trucks,  that  it  would  be  obvi- 
ous that  the  longshoremen's  strike  had 
been  made  a  tool  of  agitators  and  Com- 
munists in  order  to  gain  control  of  the 
Union. 

In  its  letter  to  Chief  of  Police  Quinn 
the  Association  merely  gave  him  the 
notice  which  he  requested  and  ad- 
vised that  it  would  commence  trucking 
operations  at  3  P.  M.  July  2d.308 

The  President  of  the  Association  and 
its  Managing  Director,  in  accordance 
with  the  promise  which  it  had  given, 
delivered  to  the  Longshoremen's  Board 
at  10  A.  M.  its  communication.  The 
communication  to  Chief  Quinn  was  de- 
livered by  messenger.  3°9  After  some 
discussion  with  the  Board  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Association  went  to 
the  City  Hall  where  they  presented  to 
Mayor  Rossi,  in  person,  the  communi- 
cation referred  to  above.  There  was 
evidently  some  hope  in  Mayor  Rossi's 
mind  that  a  delay  might  mean  a  peace- 
ful settlement  of  the  strike.  He  called 
to  his  office  Chief  Administrative  Of- 
ficer Cleary,  City  Attorney  O'Toole, 
President  Roche  of  the  Police  Com- 
mission and  Chief  of  Police  Quinn.  He 
also  requested  President  Mailliard  and 
Vice  President  Funsten  of  the  Chamber 
of  Commerce  to  come  to  the  City 
Hall.310  There  followed  a  prolonged 
consideration  of  the  Association's  plans 
in  which  the  Mayor  urged  again  and 

(308)  Industrial  Association  files. 

(309)  Records  of  the  Association. 

(310)  Records  of  the  Association. 


again  that  the  Association  defer  its  op- 
erations. This  discussion  lasted  from  a 
few  minutes  before  noon  until  almost 
3  P.  M.  The  Association's  representa- 
tives insisted  that  nothing  was  to  be 
gained  by  further  delay,  that  it  had 
made  all  of  its  plans  in  connection 
with  the  movement  of  its  vehicles  and 
that,  in  view  of  the  statements  which 
it  had  already  made,  it  was  impossible 
for  it  again  to  defer  its  proposed  op- 
erations.311 They  finally  agreed,  how- 
ever, if  Mayor  Rossi  would  make  his 
request  to  them  in  writing,  that  they 
would  once  more  postpone  their  activ- 
ities but  would  set  as  an  absolute  dead- 
line, noon,  July  3d.  Mayor  Rossi  agreed 
to  write  such  a  letter  and  it  was  in  fact 
written  while  the  representatives  of  the 
Association  were  still  in  his  office.  In 
this  letter31 2  the  Mayor  stated  that  he 
had  been  advised  by  the  National 
Longshoremen's  Board,  after  it  had 
communicated  with  Secretary  Perkins, 
that  the  Board  expected  further  instruc- 
tions and  that  it  requested,  through  the 
Mayor,  that  the  Association  take  no  ac- 
tion for  another  day.  The  Mayor  stated 
he  believed  that  because  of  the  decision 
of  the  Association  to  defer  operating  its 
trucks  there  was  a  possibility  of  reach- 
ing a  settlement.  The  letter  closed  with 
this  paragraph: 

"I  believe  the  interests  of  the  merchants 
of  San  Francisco  as  well  as  the  City  itself 
will  not  suffer  by  acquiescing  to  the  re- 
quest of  the  President's  Board  and  for  that 
reason  I  am  now  formally  requesting  you, 
in  writing,  to  delay  any  attempt  to  engage 
in  the  normal  movement  of  merchandise 
until  tomorrow,  Tuesday,  the  3d  inst.  at 
12  o'clock." 

While  these  discussions  had  been 
taking  place  in  the  Mayor's  office,  the 
mobilization  orders  for  the  Associa- 

(311)  Statement  to  writer  by  Albert  E.  Boynton. 

(312)  Industrial  Association  files. 
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tion's  trucks,  drivers,  and  other  work- 
ers had  gone  out.  Drivers  had  been 
transported  to  the  locations  where  the 
trucks  were  in  storage,  warehousemen 
had  been  transported  to  the  Associa- 
tion's warehouse,  and  other  workers 
had  been  moved  to  points  which  had 
been  laid  out  in  the  Association's  plan 
of  operations.  When  it  became  evident 
as  3  P.  M.  approached,  that  it  would 
be  impossible  to  complete  the  arrange- 
ments with  the  municipal  authorities, 
an  order  was  sent  out  from  the  Asso- 
ciation's offices,  reversing  the  mobili- 
zation order  and  instructing  the  work- 
ers to  return  to  points  from  which 
they  had  come.313 

In  the  expectation,  however,  that 
truck  movements  would  be  undertaken 
some  1,500  pickets  had  gathered  in 
the  vicinity  of  Pier  38,  which,  it  was 
generally  understood,  would  be  the 
dock  from  which  the  Association 
would  commence  its  operations.  These 
pickets  remained  on  the  Embarcadero 
for  most  of  the  afternoon  but  grad- 
ually dispersed  as  it  appeared  that  no 
activity  would  actually  be  undertaken 
by  the  Association.314 

Late  in  the  afternoon,  however,  of 
July  2d,  the  Association  moved  some  of 
its  trucks  from  the  location  where  they 
were  garaged  across  the  Embarcadero 
and  on  to  Pier  38  where  they  were 
stored  for  the  night.  Word  that  these 
trucks  were  being  moved  on  the  pier 
immediately  spread  along  the  water- 
front and  when  the  trucks  actually 
drove  onto  the  dock  effort  was  made 
by  the  pickets  to  rush  the  gate,  but 
before  this  could  be  done  mounted 
police  had  formed  a  barrier,  and  the 
dock  doors  were  closed.315  The  men 
who  had  driven  the  trucks  were  taken 
from  the  pier  by  launch.  The  Police 

(313)  Records  of  the  Industrial  Association. 

(314)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  3,  1934. 

(315)  Ibid. 


Captain  on  duty  at  the  time  at  the 
waterfront,  fearful  of  further  rioting 
on  the  part  of  the  pickets,  informed 
them  that  the  drivers  had  left  the  dock 
and  also  that  the  trucks  were  not  being 
loaded.  He  invited  a  committee  from 
the  pickets  to  go  on  the  pier  and 
verify  the  accuracy  of  his  statement. 
This  was  done  and  satisfied  that  no 
immediate  movement  was  contem- 
plated, most  of  the  pickets  dispersed.316 
This  phase  of  the  longshoremen's 
strike  closed  with  another  day  of  futile 
discussion  between  the  Longshore- 
men's Board  and  representatives  of 
employers  and  workers.  At  the  end  of 
the  day  Secretary  McGrady  said:317 

"The  Board  moved  slowly  at  first  acting 
in  the  role  of  conciliator.  Then  when  it 
found  conciliation  was  fruitless  it  stepped 
into  its  arbitration  role.  Strike  leaders  were 
asked  twice  to  submit  the  June  16th  agree- 
ment to  a  new  vote  by  all  members  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association. 
Both  times  they  rejected  the  proposal.  Now 
we  hope  a  vote  will  be  taken  on  a  request 
for  arbitration  and  that  we  will  have  a 
favorable  answer  by  Thursday  so  that  actual 
arbitration  can  be  started  Friday  morning." 

But  one  other  incident  which  should 
be  noted  here  occurred  during  this 
period.  On  July  2d  Attorney  General 
Cummings  ruled  that  employers  of 
striking  maritime  crafts  having  no 
single  organization  through  which 
they  could  deal  with  their  employees, 
were  under  no  legal  compulsion  to  or- 
ganize for  the  purpose  of  collective 
bargaining  with  the  men.318 

This  expression  from  the  Attorney 
General  came  in  response  to  a  request 
for  an  opinion  from  Thomas  H.  Eliot, 
Solicitor  of  the  Department  of  Labor. 
Eliot  in  turn  had  been  asked  for  an 
opinion  on  this  question  by  the  Long- 
shoremen's Board.  Specifically  he  asked 

(316)  Ibid. 

(317)  S.  F.  News,  July  3,  1934. 

(318)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  3,  1934. 
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the  Attorney  General  to  answer  the  tions  of  the  Waterfront  Employers  and 

question  as  to  whether  the  Board  "has  the  ship  operators  that  there  was  no 

authority    to    order    the    various    em-  machinery  available  to  meet,  through 

ployers  in  the  maritime  trades  to  get  joint  action  of  the  operators,  the  de- 

together  to  negotiate  with  their  strik-  mands  of  the  various  unions  on  strike 

ing  employees  as  a  whole,  rather  than  composed  of  seagoing  personnel,  but 

have  each  company  negotiate  with  its  that  these  demands  would  have  to  be 

men."3i9  negotiated    with    each    operator    sep- 

This  opinion  bore  out  the  conten-  arately. 
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Chapter  IV. 


AT  1:27  P.  M.  on  the  afternoon 
of  July  3rd  the  steel-rolling 
doors  of  Pier  38  gradually  rose 
and  when  they  had  been  fully  opened 
the  first  of  a  series  of  five  trucks  loaded 
with  merchandise  started  for  the 
warehouse  of  the  Industrial  Associa- 
tion's subsidiary,  the  Atlas  Trucking 
Company,  a  few  blocks  away.  Each  of 
the  drivers  on  the  trucks  was  unarmed 
and  there  were  no  other  persons  rid- 
ing on  the  trucks  with  them.  From 
the  time  that  this  trucking  operation 
started  until  the  termination  of  the 
general  strike  and  the  return  of  the 
teamsters  to  work  on  July  21st  the  In- 
dustrial Association  continued  to  haul 
merchandise  from  the  fearfully  con- 
gested piers  on  the  waterfront  to  its 
warehouses,  and  also  moved  freight 
from  pier  to  pier  without  interruption 
or  interference  of  any  kind,  without 
the  loss  of  any  cargo  and  without  the 
injury  of  a  single  man.  Many  others 
however  were  injured,  two  men  were 
killed,  and  many  trucks  having  no 
connection  at  all  with  the  Industrial 
Association's  operations,  were  stopped 
on  the  streets,  their  merchandise  ruin- 
ed, the  trucks  turned  over,  and  in  a 
few  instances  set  on  fire. 

These,  in  summary,  were  the  results 
of  the  first  few  days  of  operations  of 
the  Atlas  Trucking  Company.  After 
the  second  day,  however,  further  riot- 
ing and  violence  practically  stopped, 
so  far  as  the  waterfront  was  concerned, 
and  events  moved  rapidly  toward  the 
crisis  of  the  general  strike  which  will 
be  taken  up  in  another  chapter. 

Pickets  began  to  gather  on  the 
waterfront  early  on  the  morning  of 
July  3.1  While  there  had  been  some 

(1)   S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  4,  1934. 


statements  issued  by  the  Strike  Com- 
mittee that  the  Industrial  Association 
had  no  intention  of  actually  commenc- 
ing operations,  the  fact  that  a  number 
of  its  trucks  had  been  stored  on  the 
piers,  as  outlined  elsewhere,  served  to 
belie  these  reassuring  utterances  from 
the  strike  leaders.  No  effort  was  made 
on  the  part  of  the  Police  Department  to 
prevent  the  gathering  of  the  pickets 
until  about  11  in  the  morning.2  At 
that  time  foot  and  mounted  police  be- 
gan to  move  into  the  district  in  in- 
creasing numbers  and  gradually  forced 
the  pickets  back  from  the  proposed 
line  of  movement  of  the  trucks.  A 
barricade  to  prevent  easy  access  to  the 
Embarcadero,  which  is  a  street  of  sev- 
eral hundred  feet  in  width,  was  ef- 
fected by  spotting  a  string  of  empty 
freight  cars  along  a  siding  extending 
across  the  Embarcadero  on  the  south 
of  the  proposed  area  of  operations, 
and  by  erecting  a  dam  of  police  cars  to 
turn  back  the  pickets  on  the  north 
side. 

By  1  o'clock,  the  Embarcadero  it- 
self had  been  cleared,  and  an  addi- 
tional area  extending  a  block  in  either 
direction  from  King  Street,  along  which 
the  trucks  were  to  move,  had  also  been 
drained  of  strikers.3 

As  soon  as  the  Atlas  Trucking  Com- 
pany's vehicles  started  to  move  from 
the  dock  a  wave  of  pickets  surged  for- 
ward in  an  effort  to  stop  them.  They 
came,  however,  against  the  police  lines 
which  held  firmly  and  the  pickets  were 
unable  to  break  through  the  cordon. 
Use  of  night  sticks  and  tear  gas  on  the 
part  of  the  police  department  was  re- 
sorted to  in  order  to  drive  back  the 
rioters.  The  strikers,  on  their  part,  in 

(2)   Ibid.  (3)   Ibid. 
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an  effort  to  retaliate  against  the  police 
line,  armed  themselves4  with  bricks, 
cobble  stones,  railroad  spikes  and  what- 
ever other  missiles  were  available  and 
on  which  they  could  lay  their  hands, 
with  the  result  that  out  of  a  total  cas- 
ualty list  of  25,  13  were  police  officers 
and  12  were  strikers,  strikebreakers, 
and  one  person  having  no  direct  con- 
nection with  the  strike  whatever.5 

As  soon  as  it  became  apparent  to  the 
strikers  that  there  was  no  possibility 
of  their  crashing  through  the  police 
lines,  and  as  the  police  moved  for- 
ward driving  them  still  further  from 
the  scene  of  trucking  operations,  the 
pickets  broke  and  scattered  in  all  di- 
rections, re-forming  in  many  places  and 
in  areas  adjacent  to  the  trucking  opera- 
tions. It  was  these  groups  of  routed 
pickets  who  stopped  eight  or  ten  other 
trucks  operating  on  the  streets,  forced 
the  drivers  from  their  seats,  assaulted 
these  drivers  in  some  instances,  and 
scattered  the  merchandise  carried  by 
the  truck  in  the  streets.  Two,  at  least, 
of  the  trucks  that  were  thus  wrecked, 
were  engaged  in  inter-city  operations, 
one  of  them  being  registered  from 
Sacramento  and  the  other  from  Los 
Angeles.6  None  of  the  trucks  which 
were  attacked  had  any  connection  with 
the  Atlas  Trucking  Company. 

Subsequently  it  was  stated  by  officials 
of  the  Teamsters'  Union  that  possibly 
the  reason  that  some  of  these  trucks 
having  no  connection  with  the  dis- 
turbances were  attacked  was  because  of 
the  fact  that  the  drivers  who  were  from 
out  of  town  wore  no  union  buttons 
and  were  mistaken  for  drivers  from 
the  Atlas  Trucking  Company.  One  of 
these  drivers  thus  attacked  was  severely 
beaten  and  it  was  feared  for  a  time 
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that  he  might  die. 

The  Industrial  Association  announc- 
ed that  no  cargo  would  be  transported 
on  July  4th  because  of  the  fact  that  it 
was  a  holiday  and  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  control  the  situation  with  the 
huge  crowds  of  curious  spectators  that 
might  easily  gather  to  view  a  riot  if 
one  took  place.  However,  it  did  pub- 
lish an  advertisement7  announcing  that 
it  had  begun  the  movement  of  freight 
and  that  this  operation  would  continue 
under  the  protection  of  the  public 
authorities.  It  was  also  disclosed  that 
the  five  trucks  which  had  been  en- 
gaged in  the  initial  operations  had 
made  18  round  trips  between  Pier  38 
and  the  warehouse  where  the  goods 
had  been  stored. 

In  the  advertisement  published  by 
the  Association  two  or  three  points  are 
of  sufficient  interest  to  warrant  men- 
tion here.  The  first  of  these  was  that 
the  Association  guaranteed  that  its 
trucking  operations  were  of  an  emer- 
gency nature,  and  that  they  would  only 
continue  until  normal  trucking  opera- 
tions had  been  restored  and  citizens 
could  move  their  goods  without  inter- 
ference. The  statement  also  laid  em- 
phasis on  the  fact  that  the  Association 
was  relying  on  the  protection  of  pub- 
lic authorities  in  order  to  carry  out  this 
peaceful  undertaking.  It  stated  that  the 
men  who  were  driving  the  trucks  were 
unarmed  and  were  not  accompanied 
by  guards  or  other  persons  to  protect 
them. 

Although,  as  indicated,  no  trucking 
operations  were  undertaken  on  July 
4th,  other  developments  on  that  day 
were  of  a  character  to  bring  to  a  spec- 
tacular climax  this  phase  of  the  water- 
front strike.  These  developments  cen- 
tered around  the  Belt  Line  Railroad — 

(6)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  4,   1934 
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a  railroad  owned  and  operated  by  the 
State  of  California  and  serving  all  the 
piers  and  docks  along  the  San  Fran- 
cisco waterfront  and  connecting  with 
main  lines  and  industrial  and  other 
spurs.  These  developments  were  of 
such  outstanding  importance  that  they 
will  be  outlined  here  at  some  length. 

A  freighter  of  the  Matson  Naviga- 
tion Company  was  scheduled  to  sail 
from  San  Francisco  at  4  o'clock  on  the 
afternoon  of  July  4th.  There  were  con- 
signed to  this  freighter  some  14  cars 
of  perishable  merchandise,  chiefly  fruits 
and  vegetables.  In  addition,  there  was 
a  substantial  shipment  of  infantile  pa- 
ralysis serum.8  When  the  superinten- 
dent of  the  Belt  Line  Railroad  at- 
tempted to  move  these  cars  along  the 
waterfront  and  to  the  Matson  Naviga- 
tion Company  docks,  pickets  swarmed 
over  the  train  and  completely  intimi- 
dated the  train  crew.  These  men  stated 
that  they  were  unwilling  to  continue  at 
their  posts  because  of  the  fact  that  they 
feared  that  their  lives  and  those  of 
their  families  would  be  jeopardized  if 
they  defied  the  strike  pickets  and  at- 
tempted to  operate  the  train.?  The  su- 
perintendent of  the  Belt  Line  imme- 
diately got  in  touch  with  his  superiors, 
the  members  of  the  Board  of  State 
Harbor  Commissioners,  and  also  with 
Acting  Governor  Merriam.10  The  Gov- 
ernor requested  the  superintendent, 
Mr.  Pidgeon,  to  call  at  the  longshore- 
men's headquarters  and  to  request  them 
in  the  name  of  the  Governor  of  the 
State  to  permit  the  movement  of  this 
train.11  Pidgeon  personally  twice  laid 
the  case  before  Bridges  as  Chairman 
of  the  Strike  Committee  and  plead 
with  him  not  to  interfere  with  the 
operations  of  the  railroad.  Following 

(8)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  5,  1934. 

(9)  Ibid. 

(10)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  5,   1934. 

(11)  Statement  of   Governor   Merriam  and  see 
Exhibit  "VV". 


each  of  Pidgeon's  pleas  a  secret  meet- 
ing of  the  Strike  Committee  was  held 
and  in  each  instance  the  Committee 
advised  Mr.  Pidgeon  that  the  Commit- 
tee refused  to  accede  to  the  request  of 
the  Governor  and  that  the  movement 
of  the  train  would  not  be  permitted.12 
According  to  the  press,  Bridges  told 
Pidgeon  that  while  he  personally 
would  like  to  give  consent  to  the  move- 
ment of  the  merchandise  he  was  speak- 
ing for  the  majority  of  the  Committee 
and  that  the  majority  took  the  stand 
that  there  should  be  no  movement  of 
freight  along  the  San  Francisco  water- 
front.13 

When  Governor  Merriam  was  ad- 
vised as  to  the  attitude  of  the  Strike 
Committee  toward  the  State  of  Califor- 
nia and  its  property  he  issued  a  state- 
ment in  which  he  said: 

"The  State  of  California  has  the  power 
and  the  Belt  Line  Railroad  is  going  to 
operate.  1  will  call  upon  the  National 
Guard,  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  and 
every  citizen  of  the  Commonwealth  to  sup- 
port the  government.  I  accept  the  defy  cf 
the  strikers. 

"I  will  make  every  effort  to  operate  the 
Belt  Line  and  the  property  of  the  state. 
Unless  there  is  some  modification  of  the 
word  received  as  to  the  attitude  of  the 
strikers,  I  shall  call  out  the  National 
Guard  July  5.  Adjutant  Howard  is  ready. 

"The  strikers,  having  refused  to  arbi- 
trate, must  take  the  consequences.  I  hope 
that  it  will  not  endanger  life  but  so  far 
as  property  of  the  state  is  concerned  we 
will  proceed  to  operate  the  railroad."14 

Late  in  the  afternoon  of  July  4th 
when  the  regular  crews  of  the  Belt 
Line  still  refused  to  continue  to  operate 
its  trains,  the  superintendent  attempted 
to  secure  crews  by  requesting  the  loan 
of  engineers,  firemen  and  others  from 
the  railroads  in  the  city.15  He  was  ad- 
vised that  such  a  loan  of  personnel 

(12)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  5,   1934. 

(13)  Ibid. 

(14)  Ibid.  ^ 

(15)  Ibid. 
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could  not  be  made  on  account  of  the 
contract  existing  between  the  railroads 
and  the  several  Railroad  Brother- 
hoods.16 About  midnight,  however,  Mr. 
Pidgeon  was  able  to  secure  a  volunteer 
crew  to  handle  the  one  train  of  freight 
cars  for  the  Matson  Company  and  this 
crew  moved  the  train  along  the  Em- 
barcadero  and  onto  the  Matson  Com- 
pany's dock.  The  train  was  stopped 
three  times  in  its  passage  along  the 
waterfront  but  finally  succeeded  in 
reaching  the  dock  where  the  cars  were 
unloaded.17  When  the  train  was  leav- 
ing the  dock,  however,  pickets  were 
able  to  throw  a  switch  resulting  in  the 
derailment  of  several  of  the  cars. 

Governor  Merriam  who  had  planned 
to  come  to  San  Francisco  in  order  to 
participate  in  a  Fourth  of  July  celebra- 
tion cancelled  his  appearance  and 
rushed  back  to  Sacramento  where  he 
could  be  in  touch  with  the  Adjutant 
General  and  other  officials  of  the  Na- 
tional Guard  and  could,  if  he  felt  it 
necessary,  issue  the  necessary  order 
calling  upon  the  National  Guard  to 
mobilize. 

After  a  day  of  fierce  and  bloody  riot- 
ing on  July  5th  which  will  be  described 
below,  Governor  Merriam  issued  a 
proclamation18  declaring  a  state  of 
emergency  to  exist  in  the  City,  order- 
ing the  National  Guard  to  the  water- 
front for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
state  property,  and  directing  it  to  un- 
dertake any  steps  which  might  be  nec- 
essary for  the  preservation  of  life  and 
property  and  the  maintenance  of  peace. 
The  first  contingent  of  National  Guard 
troops  arrived  on  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  in  the  late  afternoon  of  July 
5th.  They  remained  on  the  front  with 
additions  of  other  contingents  through 
the  general  strike  and  were  not  with- 

(16)  Ibid,  and  statement  of  Pidgeon  to  J.  W. 
Mailliard  Jr. 

(17)  Ibid. 


drawn  until  after  its  collapse  and  until 
after  sufficient  progress  had  been  made 
in  connection  with  settlement  of  the 
longshore  and  maritime  strikes  to  in- 
sure that  peaceful  conditions  in  San 
Francisco  would  be  restored. 

In  this  connection  it  is  felt  desirable 
to  point  out  that  at  no  time  during  the 
mobilization  of  the  National  Guard 
and  its  actual  duty  in  San  Francisco 
did  it  ever  take  over  more  than  a 
fractional  part  of  the  city's  area.  While 
the  proclamation  of  the  Governor  was 
sufficiently  broad  to  make  it  possible 
for  the  National  Guard  to  have  placed 
the  entire  community  under  martial  law 
this  step  was  never  resorted  to.  The  ac- 
tual area  occupied  by  the  Guard  con- 
sisted of  a  narrow  and  irregular  band 
or  strip  extending  along  the  entire  San 
Francisco  waterfront.  While  the  Guard 
line  did  extend,  in  some  areas,  for  sev- 
eral blocks  beyond  the  actual  property 
of  the  State  itself,  this  strip  under  mili- 
tary control  did  not  embrace  an  area 
more  than  a  quarter  of  a  mile  wide  on 
the  average  and  was  intended  largely 
to  include  the  docks,  adjacent  struc- 
tures, and  the  principal  warehouses  and 
industrial  and  commercial  spur  tracks.19 
In  most  cases  the  Guard  lines  zig- 
zagged from  corner  to  corner  two  or 
three  blocks  from  the  waterfront.  In 
this  area  movements  of  vehicles  and 
citizens  were  denied  without  military 
passes  and  picket  lines  were  not  per- 
mitted to  form  within  the  military 
lines. 

It  should  also  be  emphasized  that 
during  the  entire  period  of  the  occu- 
pation of  this  zone  by  the  militia  no 
rioting  or  civil  disturbances  occurred 
within  this  area.  In  spite  of  reports  to 
the  contrary,  no  picket,  striker,  or  citi- 
zen, was  injured  or  shot  as  the  result 

(18)  See  Exhibit  "WW". 

(19)  From   maps    in   offices   of   Industrial 
Association. 
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of  the  presence  of  the  National  Guard 
and  only  on  a  few  occasions  was  a  rifle 
discharged.  Such  incidents  usually  oc- 
curred when  shots  were  fired  in  the  di- 
rection of  persons  who  were  apparently 
attempting  to  interfere  with  the  opera- 
tions of  a  Belt  Line  train.  The  only 
actual  injury  suffered  by  anyone  on  the 
waterfront  as  the  result  of  the  presence 
of  the  National  Guard  was  a  superficial 
bayonet  wound  received  by  one  dock 
worker  who,  while  attempting  to  re- 
turn to  the  docks  while  in  an  intoxi- 
cated condition,  refused  to  indicate  the 
reasons  for  his  presence  on  the  water- 
front, and  after  a  struggle  in  which  he 
tried  to  wrest  a  rifle  from  the  hands 
of  a  guardsman,  was  stabbed  with  the 
bayonet  in  the  groin.20 

While  the  presence  of  the  National 
Guard  in  San  Francisco  supplied 
ready  fuel  for  the  strikers  in  arousing 
sympathy  among  other  organized  work- 
ers to  support  their  position,  it  must 
be  said  in  fairness  to  the  Guard  that 
it  was  rather  the  propaganda  spread 
as  a  result  of  its  presence  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, than  any  action  which  the  Guard 
itself  took,  that  was  capitalized  by  the 
radical  elements  among  the  strikers  in 
order,  finally,  to  stampede  the  conserva- 
tive labor  movement  into  giving  its 
support  to  the  general  strike  call.  Other 
circumstances  and  other  events,  how- 
ever already  touched  on  but  now  to  be 
described,  largely  contributed  to  build- 
ing up  a  class  -  conscious  sentiment 
among  union  workers  and  permitted  a 
minority  to  manipulate  the  delicate  sit- 
uation until  the  general  strike  became 
inevitable. 

On  the  morning  of  July  5th  it  be- 
came known  that  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation was  going  to  renew  its  trucking 
operations  with  an  increased  fleet  and 


expected  to  continue  those  operations 
during  the  entire  course  of  the  day. 
When  to  this  knowledge  was  added  the 
information  carried  by  the  press  that 
the  National  Guard  would  probably  ar- 
rive in  San  Francisco  before  evening, 
the  numbers  on  the  picket  lines  were 
enormously  increased.  Spurred  on  by 
exhortations  from  their  leaders,  an  at- 
titude of  desperation  seemed  to  mark 
the  pickets'  activities.  It  became  evi- 
dent almost  as  soon  as  the  trucks 
started  to  move  that  the  temper  of  the 
pickets  had  become  more  menacing.  All 
available  police  reserves  had  already 
been  assigned  to  the  waterfront  and 
had  been  instructed  not  to  permit  the 
pickets  to  encroach  beyond  the  deadline 
which  the  police  had  established. 

Pickets,  on  the  other  hand,  were  de- 
termined not  only  to  cross  these  lines 
but  definitely  to  put  a  stop  to  the  move- 
ment of  trucks  from  the  docks  to  the 
Atlas  Trucking  Company's  warehouse. 
They  had  armed  themselves  not  only 
with  the  same  type  missiles  which  had 
been  employed  during  the  previous 
rioting,  such  as  stones,  brickbats,  and 
spikes,  but  in  addition,  it  was  reported 
that  some  of  them  were  armed  and 
exchanges  of  gun  fire  between  these 
armed  rioters  and  the  police  took  place 
from  time  to  time.21 

The  rioting  and  violence  of  July  5th 
can  easily  be  divided  into  two  sharply 
marked  periods.  The  first  of  these  oc- 
cupied the  morning  and  the  second 
consumed  most  of  the  afternoon.  In  the 
morning  the  anger  of  the  rioters  at  the 
efforts  of  the  police  to  prevent  them 
from  obtaining  their  ends  was  directed 
towards  the  line  of  movement  of  Atlas 
Trucking  Company's  vehicles,  ten  of 
which  were  now  transporting  goods  in 
a  steady  stream  from  Pier  38  to  the 
warehouse  on  King  Street.22  With  the 


(20)   Industrial  Association  files.  (21)   S.   F.  Chronicle,  July  6,   1934.  (22)   Ibid. 
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cessation  of  trucking  operations  at  noon 
a  temporary  truce  took  place  but 
shortly  after  1  P.  M.,  when  the  Belt 
Line  railroad  also  began  active  move- 
ments of  freight  cars  along  the  Em- 
barcadero,  the  pickets  turned  to  the 
Embarcadero  proper  and  attempted  to 
stop  these  car  movements.23  It  was  in 
an  effort  to  clear  the  Embarcadero  and 
streets  immediately  adjacent  thereto 
that  the  most  serious  rioting  took 
place.  During  the  disturbances  of  the 
morning  the  police  confined  their 
weapons  to  night  sticks  and  the  use  of 
tear  gas.24  These  had  been  successful 
in  preventing  the  pickets  in  breaking 
through  the  lines. 

In  the  afternoon,  however,  when  the 
rioters  attempted  to  interfere  with  the 
Belt  Line  trains  and  the  police  tried 
to  drive  them  back  through  the  use  of 
gas  shells,  it  was  found  that  the  gas 
barrage  was  not  sufficient  to  prevent 
strikers  from  gathering  together  in 
knots  at  strategic  points  and  in  suffi- 
cient force  to  prevent  the  police  from 
forcing  them  back  from  the  waterfront 
and  the  Belt  Line  tracks.  After  some 
twenty  minutes  or  half  hour  of  the  use 
of  tear  gas  and  night  sticks  the  police 
confessed  their  inability  longer  to  con- 
trol the  crowd  which  was  now  esti- 
mated at  5,000  and  for  the  first  time 
they  began  to  use  fire-arms.  A  few 
strikers  were  superficially  wounded  in 
this  early  battle.25 

The  most  serious  fight  occurred  in 
the  neighborhood  of  the  Longshore- 
men's hall  just  a  block  from  the  water- 
front and  also  a  block  from  Market 
Street,  the  city's  principal  traffic  ar- 
tery. It  was  during  the  rioting  sur- 
rounding this  hall  that  two  strikers 
were  fatally  shot.  It  was  brought  out  by 
several  witnesses  at  the  coroner's  in- 


quest that  the  unidentified  officer  who 
killed  one  of  these  men  had  been  sur 
rounded  by  a  mob  of  several  hundred 
strikers  attempting  to  rush  him  and  that 
it  was  during  an  effort  to  drive  back 
these  strikers  pressing  closer  and  closer 
that  he  used  his  riot  gun  with  the  fatal 
consequences.26 

The  Coroner's  Jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict in  one  case  that  the  death  of  the 
striker  had  been  due  to  justifiable  hom- 
icide on  the  part  of  an  unknown 
party,  a  member  of  the  police  force,  en- 
gaged in  the  suppression  of  riot,  and 
that  in  the  other  case,  the  deceased 
came  to  his  death  at  the  hands  of  un- 
known parties. 

On  at  least  two  occasions  the  strik- 
ers succeeded  in  evading  the  police  and 
returning  to  the  waterfront  and  in  both 
instances  set  fire  to  freight  cars  stand- 
ing on  the  Belt  Line  railroad  tracks. 
The  fires  were  extinguished  by  the  Fire 
Department  with  comparatively  small 
damage. 

At  2  P.  M.,  Col.  Mittelstaedt,  the 
commander  of  the  local  National 
Guard,  announced  that  his  unit  had 
been  called  to  the  waterfront  and  ap- 
proximately three  hours  later  the  first 
of  these  troops  arrived  from  the  San 
Francisco  armory. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  the 
mobilization  order  of  the  National 
Guard  preceded  by  several  hours  the 
actual  order  from  Governor  Merriam 
for  the  Guard  to  take  over  the  State 
property  on  the  waterfront.27  Accord- 
ing to  the  press  it  was  hoped  during 
this  interval  of  delay  that  some  com- 
position of  the  difficulties  might  be  ef- 
fected and  that  the  rioting  would  taper 
off  and  cease.  It  was  after  the  mobiliza- 
tion order,  however,  and  during  the 
afternoon  that  the  rioting  rose  to  a  new 


(23)   Ibid.  (24)   Ibid.  (25)   Ibid. 

(26)  Testimony  at  Coroner's  Inquest,  August  2,  1934.  (27)   S.   F.  Chronicle,  July  6,   1934. 
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peak  of  violence  and  when,  on  account 
of  the  tear  gas  which  the  police  used, 
persons  in  office  buildings,  factories, 
warehouses  and  other  structures  in  the 
beleaguered  neighborhood  were  forced 
to  evacuate  the  premises,  that  the  final 
order  for  the  National  Guard  to  take 
over  the  situation  was  issued.28 

When  the  final  toll  of  the  victims  of 
strike  rioting  was  taken  the  casualties 
were  reported  as  two  dead  and  109  in- 
jured.2^  Both  of  the  dead  were  among 
the  pickets,  although  one  was  not  a 
member  of  any  of  the  maritime  crafts. 
None  of  the  other  injuries  were  fatal. 
Among  the  latter  was  a  group  of  a  half 
dozen  innocent  persons  having  no  con- 
nection with  the  waterfront  difficulties 
who  had  been  gassed  or  struck  by  stray 
bullets  or  missiles  hurled  by  the  strik- 
ers. Some  of  those  who  were  thus  hurt 
were  curious  spectators  who  had  gone 
to  the  waterfront  and  remained  there 
during  the  course  of  the  struggle  in 
spite  of  a  general  warning  issued  by 
the  Chief  of  Police  for  everyone  to  re- 
main away  from  the  scene  of  the 
trouble. 

Thus  ended  the  so-called  "battle  of 
Rincon  Hill",  for  it  was  around  this 
eminence  in  the  city's  wholesale  dis- 
trict that  much  of  the  rioting  took 
place.  At  the  end  of  the  day  with  some 
1,500  National  Guardsmen  on  the 
waterfront,  and  with  police  and  strik- 
ers exhausted  as  a  result  of  the  day's 
activities,  complete  calm  and  quiet  pre- 
vailed. Except  for  the  presence  of  the 
Guardsmen  and  the  absence  of  vehicles 
of  all  kinds  from  the  Embarcadero,  the 
entire  area  which  had  been  the  scene 
of  the  bloodiest  rioting  in  the  his- 
tory of  San  Francisco  was  practically 
deserted. 

During  the  afternoon,  while  the  riot- 
ing was  in  progress,  a  delegation  repre- 


(28)   Ibid. 


(29)  Ibid. 


senting  the  various  striking  unions, 
called  on  Mayor  Rossi  and  demanded 
of  him  that  all  police  be  withdrawn 
from  the  strike-torn  waterfront  area.50 
To  these  demands  the  Mayor  coun- 
tered with  a  statement  that  the  munici- 
pal authorities  intended  to  protect  life 
and  property  and  assure  the  citizens  of 
the  community  that  its  streets  could  be 
used  without  the  interference  of  strikers 
and  strike  pickets.  The  meeting  in  the 
Mayor's  office  was  acrimonious  in  the 
extreme.  The  representatives  of  the 
striking  unions  asserted  that  the  Mayor 
was  permitting  the  police  to  be  used 
in  an  effort  to  drive  the  men  back  to 
work  by  force.  To  charges  made  by  the 
Committee  that  the  purpose  of  the 
movement  was  to  crush  organized  la- 
bor, the  Mayor  replied  that  the  various 
striking  unions  had  been  offered  arbi- 
tration by  the  National  Longshore- 
men's Board  and  that  all  of  them  could 
have  their  jobs  back  on  the  following 
day  if  they  would  only  agree  to  arbi- 
trate and  return  to  work  pending  ar- 
bitration. To  this  the  strikers  replied 
that  they  did  not  intend  to  discuss  the 
National  Longshoremen's  Board  and 
the  proposals  made  by  it.  During  the 
course  of  the  discussions  the  strikers' 
committee  suddenly  made  an  effort  to 
have  all  newspaper  men  barred  from 
the  room.  The  Mayor  refused  to  ac- 
cede to  this  and  for  a  few  minutes  it 
appeared  possible  that  the  meeting 
might  break  up.  After  it  became  evi- 
dent that  the  Mayor  would  not  recede 
from  his  position  that  the  press  was 
entitled  to  be  present,  the  discussion 
returned  to  the  question  of  the  pres- 
ence of  the  police  on  the  waterfront. 
When  the  strikers  charged  that  the 
violence  which  had  been  visited  on 
non-union  men  was  of  the  same  char- 
acter as  would  be  visited  on  a  poison- 

(30)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  6,  1934. 
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ous  snake  if  it  threatened  the  life  of  an 
individual,  the  Mayor  answered  this  by 
saying: 

"Do  you  mean  to  say  there  should  be 
different  degrees  of  protection  for  different 
people?" 

The  Mayor  then  looked  at  Harry 
Bridges,  Chairman  of  the  Strike  Com- 
mittee, and  an  alien,  and  said: 

"There  may  be  men  in  this  room  who 
are  not  even  citizens.  Yet  these  men  are 
entitled  to  protection  too,  and  will  get  it. 
I  have  every  confidence  in  the  Chief  of  Po- 
lice and  his  men.  They  are  going  to  protect 
life  and  property  without  discrimination.":*  1 

As  soon  as  the  first  unit  of  the 
National  Guard  had  arrived  in  San 
Francisco,  Governor  Merriam  issued  a 
statement  which  afforded  him  an  op- 
portunity to  make  a  plea  directed  to 
the  more  conservative  elements  in  the 
labor  movement  designed  to  prevent, 
if  possible,  the  spread  of  the  waterfront 
difficulties  to  other  union  organizations. 

The  Governor,  in  his  statement, 
said: 

"Forbearance  with  the  striking  long- 
shoremen in  San  Francisco  has  passed  the 
point  of  common  sense  and  good  citizen- 
ship. The  acknowledged  leaders  of  the 
strike  defied  the  State  Government  and 
sought  to  overthrow  the  authority  of  the 
State  Government  in  its  operation  and 
maintenance  of  the  State  Harbor  facilities 
at  San  Francisco. 

"This  situation  cannot  be  endured.  I 
have  ordered  the  National  Guard  of  Cali- 
fornia to  move  into  the  San  Francisco 
strike  area,  safeguard  life,  protect  state 
property,  and  to  preserve  order. 

"At  this  time  1500  National  Guardsmen 
are  patroling  the  strike  territory.  Approxi- 
mately 5000  additional  Guardsmen  are 
available  for  duty  if  the  situation  demands 
their  services. 

"Should  this  force  prove  insufficient,  the 
state  government  has  ample  authority  to 
enroll  its  citizens  to  meet  any  emergency 
that  may  arise.  I  am  prepared  to  pursue  a 


course,  which  shall  assure  full  protection 
of  life  and  property. 

"The  California  National  Guard  repre- 
sents no  class,  serves  no  faction,  takes  no 
sides.  It  is  the  military  arm  of  the  people, 
and  it  is  drawn  from  all  ranks.  It  is  re- 
sponsive only  to  the  highest  interests  and 
the  basic  welfare  of  the  people. 

"It  cannot  be  intimidated.  It  cannot  be 
overridden  or  overpowered. 

"The  leadership  of  the  striking  long- 
shoremen is  not  free  from  Communistic 
and  subversive  influences.  I  know  that  in- 
dependent, sincere  labor  leaders  are  not 
sympathetic  with  the  continuance  of  this 
strike,  and  as  Governor  I  appeal  to  the 
sane,  clear  -  thinking  workers  and  their 
chosen  representatives  to  oppose  courage- 
ously and  insistently  any  effort  to  involve 
other  groups  or  representatives  of  labor 
in  a  controversy  which  has  gone  beyond 
the  bounds  of  ordinary  and  legitimate  dis- 
putes between  employers  and  employees. 

"There  will  be  no  turning  back  from 
the  position  I  have  taken  in  this  matter."32 

During  the  two  days  of  rioting  the 
National  Longshoremen's  Board  had 
continued  in  its  efforts  to  find  some 
solution  to  the  problems  which  had 
been  placed  in  its  hands.  Thus,  on  July 
3d  the  Board  issued  an  important  state- 
ment in  which  it  outlined  its  power  and 
rights  as  affected  by  the  opinion  ren- 
dered by  Attorney  General  Cummings 
relative  to  collective  bargaining  and 
the  various  maritime  crafts.33  The 
Board  also  emphasized  the  fact  that  its 
appeal  for  a  peaceful  settlement  made 
on  the  previous  day  was  equally  an 
appeal  on  behalf  of  the  federal  authori- 
ties themselves.  The  Board's  statement 
was: 

"The  Board  has  been  urged  to  insist  that 
the  employers  must  deal  collectively  with 
representatives  of  the  workers  in  the  mari- 
time industry.  The  Board  has  no  such 
power.  Its  opinion  in  this  respect  has  been 
confirmed  by  the  Solicitor  to  the  Secretary 
of  Labor. 

"In  the  telegraphic  report  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  the  Board  presented  a 


(31)   S.  F.  Examiner,  July  6,  1934.       (32)   S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  6,  1934.       (33)   See  page  106. 
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resume  of  the  situation  in  order  that  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  who  has  had  wide 
experience  in  labor  matters  and  is  known 
throughout  the  country  for  her  fairness 
and  sagacity  in  labor  questions,  might,  if 
she  deemed  it  necessary,  comment  on  what 
has  been  done,  knowing  that  if  no  sug- 
gestion was  received  the  Board  would  have 
additional  support  in  its  view  that  has 
done  everything  so  far  as  possible  to  end 
the  strike. 

"Since  we  have  received  no  further  sug- 
gestion we  are  confirmed  in  that  view. 

"The  public,  we  are  sure,  understands 
that  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board  is 
the  official  organ  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment created  to  deal  with  the  emergency 
now  existing  on  the  Pacific  Coast.  All  par- 
ties to-  the  controversy  and  the  public 
must  realize  that  the  appeal  that  has  been 
published  in  the  press  today  to  all  parties 
to  the  controversy  to  use  the  peaceful  and 
intelligent  means  suggested  for  immediately 
terminating  the  strike  is  an  appeal  by  the 
federal  government  and  should  be  recog- 
nized and  responded  to  accordingly. "34 

On  the  same  day,  in  discussing  the 
possibility  of  a  refusal  on  the  part  of 
the  various  striking  unions  to  submit  to 
arbitration  Mr.  McGrady  announced 
that  if  the  strikers  voted  against  arbi- 
tration the  Board  would  invoke  its  full 
powers  under  the  Labor  Disputes  Act 
and  call  a  forced  election.  In  this  con- 
nection Mr.  McGrady  said: 

"If  the  strikers  refuse  to  submit  to  ar- 
bitration the  next  step  of  the  Board  will 
be  to  order  and  conduct  a  secret  election 
of  all  maritime  workers,  to  decide  which 
union  shall  speak  officially  for  the  strik- 
ers. Then  recommendations  will  be  made 
to  President  Roosevelt  and  final  action 
must  be  taken  by  him. 

"The  Board  has  moved  slowly.  It  sought 
conciliation  and  when  this  failed  asked  far 
arbitration.  Neither  the  employers  nor 
the  union  has  given  an  answer  although 
the  employers  have  indicated  a  willing- 
ness to  submit  the  questions  in  dispute  to- 
arbitration."35 

It  was  also  revealed  at  the  same  time 


(34)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  3,  1934 

(35)  Ibid.  (36)   Ibid. 


(37)  Ibid. 


that  twice  during  the  course  of  the  pre- 
vious discussions  between  the  strikers 
and  the  Board,  the  dock  workers  had 
been  asked  to  vote  again  on  the  re- 
pudiated agreement  of  June  16th  but 
that  on  both  occasions  the  suggestion 
had  been  refused  on  the  grounds  that 
it  would  be  overwhelmingly  de- 
feated. 36  The  Board  took  the  position 
that  if  a  secret  ballot  could  be  held 
rather  than  a  vote  by  acclamation  that 
there  was  a  strong  possibility  of  se- 
curing acceptance  of  the  June  16th  set- 
tlement. In  this  connection  the  Board 
pointed  out  that  a  majority  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Local  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  the  only 
one  which  had  taken  a  secret  ballot, 
had  voted  in  favor  of  the  plan. 

At  the  same  time  it  was  disclosed 
that  one  member  of  the  Board  had 
proffered  his  services  in  an  effort  to 
aid  the  longshoremen  in  extricating 
themselves  from  the  pledge  which  they 
had  made  to  the  other  maritime  crafts 
that  all  unions  on  strike  must  secure 
a  simultaneous,  parallel  settlement  of 
their  demands  before  the  longshoremen 
would  return  to  work.  This  member  of 
the  Board,  it  was  stated,  had  offered 
to  assume  the  responsibility  of  attempt- 
ing to  untangle  the  complications 
which  this  pledge  of  the  longshoremen 
had  created,  but  the  offer  was  re- 
fused. 37 

On  July  4th  word  leaked  out  that 
the  leaders  in  the  various  maritime 
crafts  had  flatly  rejected  the  proposal 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Board  to  arbi- 
trate on  the  questions  presented  to  the 
unions  by  the  Board. 38  While  no  state- 
ment was  issued  by  the  Union  and 
while  the  deadline  set  by  the  Board 
for  the  return  of  answers  to  its  pro- 
posals was  not  reached  until  the  fol- 
lowing day,  it  became  known  from  au- 

(38)   S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  4,  1934. 
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thoritative  sources  that  the  I.  L.  A.  had 
rejected  the  plans  presented  by  the 
Board  for  a  settlement.  Immediately 
the  Board  called  the  leaders  of  the 
various  striking  unions  into  session  in 
an  effort  to  get  them  to  reconsider,  but 
no  progress  was  made  at  this  confer- 
ence. 39 

Suggestions  made  from  a  number  of 
sources  that  President  Roosevelt  might 
take  some  direct  action  in  connection 
with  the  strike  were  definitely  set  aside 
when  Mr.  Cushing,  as  a  member  of  the 
Board,  in  announcing  that  no  further 
intervention  was  to  be  expected,  said: 

"No  word  is  being  awaited  from  Wash- 
ington, because  nothing  more  has  been 
asked  of  either  the  President  or  Miss  Per- 
kins, the  Secretary  of  Labor.  Negotiations 
are  entirely  in  our  hands  now."4o 

At  the  same  time  it  was  announced 
that  the  International  Seamen's  Union 
was  taking  a  vote  to  determine  if  that 
group  would  return  to  work  pending 
arbitration.  This  information  was  re- 
vealed by  Andrew  Furuseth,  President 
of  the  Union.41 

Mayor  Rossi  also  issued  a  statement 
appealing  to  both  sides  to  arbitrate  the 
differences  between  them.42  His  state- 
ment was  to  some  extent  a  reiteration 
of  the  material  contained  in  the  letter 
addressed  by  him  to  the  Industrial  As- 
sociation45 asking  it  to  defer  operations 
of  its  trucks  until  July  3d.  The  Mayor 
went  on  to  outline  the  position  which 
he  expected  the  Police  Department  to 
take  in  the  preservation  of  order  and 
the  protection  of  property,  urged  all 
persons  in  San  Francisco  not  to  be  pres- 
ent in  the  area  in  which  rioting  might 
occur  and  closed  with  a  strong  plea 
that  both  parties  avail  themselves  of 
the  opportunity  for  arbitration  pre- 
sented by  the  Longshoremen's  Board. 

(39)   Ibid.  (40)   Ibid.  (41)   Ibid. 

(42)  See  Exhibit  "XX". 

(43)  See  page  105. 


Following  the  riot  on  July  5th  an 
announcement  came  from  Joseph  P. 
Ryan  in  New  York  City  in  which  he 
charged  openly  that  the  Communist 
Party  and  Communist  sympathizers 
were  preventing  a  settlement  of  the 
Longshoremen's  strike  here.  In  attack- 
ing the  left-wing  branch  of  the  Long- 
shoremen, Ryan  said:44 

"One  thing  that  prevents  settlement  is 
that  the  Communist  Party  led  by  Harry 
Bridges  is  in  control  of  the  San  Francisco 
situation." 

Ryan,  however,  did  not  confine  his 
criticism  to  his  own  organization  and 
its  radical  leadership  but  also  attacked 
the  employers  when  he  said  that  they 
"had  delegated  their  case  to  a  small 
committee  and  this  committee  is  dom- 
inated by  the  Industrial  Association 
and  the  Manufacturers'  Association  of 
Los  Angeles  an  avowed  open  shop 
organization." 

On  July  6th  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board  announced  that  it 
had  received  replies  from  both  employ- 
ers and  employees  in  response  to  the 
plea  which  it  had  made  some  days  be- 
fore for  arbitration  of  the  differences 
between  the  two  parties  and  that  both 
had  accepted  the  Board's  offer  of  ar- 
bitration subject  to  certain  conditions. 
However,  the  Board  did  not  make  pub- 
lic the  precise  reservations  set  up  by 
the  employers  and  employees  nor  were 
the  texts  of  the  replies  disclosed.45  The 
Board  indicated  that  as  long  as  these 
differences  continued  to  stand  between 
the  longshoremen  and  their  employers 
there  was  no  possibility  of  undertak- 
ing an  arbitration  proceeding.  The 
Board  asked,  however,  that  both  par- 
ties permit  the  Board  to  decide  the  ac- 
tual issues  of  the  arbitration  in  spite 
of  any  reservations  which  had  previ- 

(44)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  6,   1934. 

(45)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  6,  1934. 
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ously  been  made.46  At  this  time  it  was 
understood  that  the  Union  insisted  on 
settlement  of  the  issue  of  the  closed 
shop  and  the  hiring  hall  in  advance  of 
the  arbitration  and  that  the  employers 
objected  to  the  recognition  of  Bridges 
as  Chairman  of  the  Strike  Committee. 
The  reply  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  was  never  made 
public  by  the  Board  but  there  will  be 
found  among  the  exhibits  the  answer 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
to  the  appeal  for  arbitration.47 

The  Board  issued  a  second  statement 
of  July  6th  in  which  it  announced  that 
plans  for  a  series  of  open  hearings  had 
been  completed  and  that  they  would 
commence  on  July  9th.  It  was  evidently 
the  Board's  expectation  that  through 
the  medium  of  these  hearings  it  might 
be  able  to  develop  sufficient  facts  so 
that  the  inflexible  positions  taken  by 
both  parties  would  be  weakened  and 
a  common  ground  discovered  upon 
which  a  settlement  could  be  effected. 

In  its  statement  relative  to  public 
hearings  the  Board  said: 

"The  President's  National  Longshore- 
men's Board  has  the  power  to  investigate 
the  issues,  facts,  practices  and  activities  of 
employers  and  employees  that  are  burden- 
ing or  obstructing,  or  threatening  to  bur- 
den or  obstruct,  the  free  flow  of  inter- 
state and  foreign  commerce. 

"Pursuant  to  this  authority,  the  Board 
will  conduct  a  public  hearing,  beginning 
Monday,  July  9,  at  10  A.  M.,  in  a  court 
room  of  the  United  States  District  Court 
in  the  Post  Office  Court  House  Building 
at  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets. 

"The  maritime  unions  will  be  heard 
first.  Only  those  who  can  be  seated  in 
the  court  room  will  be  admitted.  Those 
representatives  of  unions  and  employers 
directly  concerned  with  the  hearings,  and 
the  press  will  be  preferred  as  to  seats. 

"Following  the  hearings  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, hearings  will  be  held  in  other  Pa- 
cific Coast  ports."48 

(46)  See  Exhibit  "RR". 

(47)  See  Exhibit  "YY". 


No  attempt  will  be  made  here  to 
outline  the  extensive  testimony  which 
was  presented  to  the  Longshoremen's 
Board  on  behalf  of  the  employers,  or 
the  workers.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the 
workers  and  their  representatives  ap- 
peared first  with  some  ten  or  twelve 
witnesses.  None  of  the  testimony  which 
was  presented  was  offered  under  oath, 
although  Mr.  Furuseth,  who  was  pres- 
ent at  the  opening  meeting  interrupted 
the  Board  on  several  occasions  demand- 
ing that  the  several  witnesses  be  sworn 
in.  As  a  whole  the  testimony  ran  to 
matters  which  were  common  knowl- 
edge, related  to  grievances  of  various 
kinds  under  which  it  was  alleged  the 
men  had  suffered,  gave  a  complete  out- 
line of  the  history  of  the  controversy 
and  the  employers'  position  and  served 
largely  to  create  a  permanent  record 
of  the  attitude  and  point  of  view  of 
both  employers  and  employees.  No 
effort  will  be  made  here  to  brief  or 
summarize  the  testimony  presented. 

Agitation  in  favor  of  a  general  strike 
of  workers  began  to  become  more  and 
more  noticeable  among  union  circles 
immediately  following  the  first  dis- 
turbances on  the  waterfront  on  July  3d. 
On  the  following  day  it  was  reported 
that  a  number  of  unions  were  seriously 
considering  taking  action  and  specific 
reference  was  made  to  the  teamsters 
and  street  car  men.  Both  of  these  ru- 
mors were  denied  by  officials  of  the  re- 
spective union  organizations.49  On  July 
6th,  however,  a  general  meeting  of 
union  delegates  was  held  at  the  Labor 
Temple  and  at  this  time  the  matter  of 
a  general  strike  was  discussed.  This 
was  the  regular  Friday  night  meeting 
of  the  Labor  Council.  During  the  day 
preceding  this  meeting  a  bulletin  was 
distributed  by  the  Joint  Marine  Strike 

(48)  S.   F.   Examiner,  July  7,   1934. 

(49)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  4,   1934. 
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Committee  in  which  a  general  strike 
was  urged  in  the  strongest  terms.50 
This  bulletin  read  as  follows: 

"Inasmuch  as  the  San  Francisco  Indus- 
trial Association  and  the  San  Francisco 
Police  have  started  a  reign  of  terror  on  the 
waterfront  by  shooting,  gassing  and  bomb- 
ing the  workers,  who  as  American  citizens 
and  union  men  are  trying  to  protect  their 
jobs,  we  deem  it  necessary  to  advise  that 
the  time  for  action  has  arrived. 

"Five  persons  were  injured  in  the  riot 
STARTED  BY  THE  POLICE  on  the 
morning  of  July  5th.  At  least  three  were 
hit  by  police  bullets. 

"These  conditions  cannot  be  tolerated 
by  ORGANIZED  LABOR.  For  your  own 
future  protection  and  to  help  your  fellow 
union  men  ACTION  and  DECISIVE  AC- 
TION must  be  taken  immediately  by  all 
organized  workers.  The  only  effective 
weapon  that  will  force  the  issue  now  and 
force  the  shipowners  to  grant  the  strikers 
their  just  demands  is  the  GENERAL 
STRIKE. 

"We  urge  you  to  take  this  matter  up  be- 
fore your  body  and  instruct  your  delegates 
to  the  Labor  Council  to  ask  their  vote  for 
a  GENERAL  STRIKE. 

"Remember,  the  workers  in  Toledo,  Mil- 
waukee, and  Minneapolis  won  their  de- 
mands when  a  GENERAL  STRIKE  was 
threatened  in  those  cities.  THERE  IS 
ONLY  ONE  COURSE  TO  FOLLOW. 
STRIKE  !"5i 

Preparatory  to  the  meeting  of  the  La- 
bor Council  newspapers  carried  pre- 
liminary stories  as  to  the  possible 
developments.  It  was  announced  that 
Street  Carmen's  Union,  Division  1004, 
the  employees  of  the  Market  Street 
Railway,  had  met  on  July  6th  and  voted 
to  accept  the  decision  of  the  majority  at 
the  Labor  Council  meeting.  52  At  the 
same  time  it  was  announced  that  no  ac- 
tion had  been  taken  by  the  organized 
employees  of  the  city-owned  Municipal 
Railway.  Teamsters'  Union,  Local  85, 
one  of  the  largest  and  certainly  the  most 

(50)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  6,  1934. 

(51)  All  capitalized  words  in  original. 

(52)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  6,  1934. 


influential  union  in  the  community,  de- 
cided at  a  meeting  held  on  the  evening 
of  July  5th  to  call  a  general  membership 
meeting,  at  Dreamland  Auditorium  on 
Sunday,  July  8th  to  consider  a  proposal 
to  strike.53  Union  officers  stated  that  it 
would  require  a  two-thirds  vote  of  the 
Union  to  call  the  men  out.  In  addition 
a  number  of  other  important  unions 
were  also  considering  the  question. 

When  asked  on  July  6th  what  action 
might  be  taken  at  the  Labor  Council 
Edward  H.  Vandeleur,  President  of  the 
Council,  said: 

"Technically,  the  Labor  Council  can  only 
advise,  but  when  the  men  are  in  their 
present  frame  of  mind  you  can  never  tell 
what  will  happen.  It  is  necessary  for  a 
union  to  have  approval  of  its  national 
officers  in  a  strike  but  in  times  like  these 
you  can  never  tell  whether  the  men  will 
stand  by  those  reservations.  It  is  up  to 
the  separate  unions." 54 

It  appeared  at  the  Labor  Council 
meeting  that  the  more  conservative  ele- 
ment among  the  San  Francisco  unions 
was  in  control.  In  spite  of  insistent  de- 
mands upon  the  part  of  more  radical 
delegates  that  immediate  action  looking 
toward  a  general  strike  should  be  taken 
an  overwhelming  majority  of  delegates 
voted  in  favor  of  a  resolution  appoint- 
ing a  committee  of  seven  to  handle  any 
problems  which  might  arise  in  connec- 
tion with  the  waterfront  strike  in  order 
"to  effectuate  a  joint  and  common  pro- 
gram for  the  guidance  and  advice  of 
the  labor  movement."  This  resolution 
was  adopted  by  a  vote  of  165  ayes  to 
8  noes.  5  5 

The  resolution  in  which  the  Com- 
mittee of  Seven  was  appointed  and 
which  outlined  the  stand  of  the  Labor 
Council  relative  to  the  waterfront  strike 
is  given  herewith: 

(53)  Ibid. 

(54)  Ibid. 

(55)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  7,   1934. 
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"WHEREAS,  the  Pacific  Coast  unions 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation and  the  various  organizations  of 
marine  unions  and  related  organizations 
have  now  been  on  strike  almost  two 
months  in  every  port  on  the  Pacific  Coast, 
and 

"WHEREAS,  practically  all  shipping  has 
ceased,  creating  a  critical  situation  involv- 
ing not  only  the  marine  organizations  di- 
rectly concerned,  but  the  entire  labor 
movement  as  well  as  society  as  a  whole, 
and 

"WHEREAS,  this  extremely  critical  con- 
dition has  been  further  aggravated  by  the 
indiscriminate  shooting  down  of  strikers 
and  innocent  bystanders  by  the  police,  on 
Thursday,  July  5th,  1934,  at  which  time 
three  were  killed  outright  and  dozens 
were  wounded,  and 

"WHEREAS,  the  issues  in  dispute  be- 
tween the  shipowners,  the  longshoremen 
and  the  marine  unions  all  relate  to  either 
a  question  of  union  recognition  and  of 
wages  and  working  conditions,  and 

"WHEREAS,  the  shipowners,  through 
various  propaganda  agencies,  have  con- 
sistently misinformed  the  public  of  the 
positions  of  the  organizations  on  strike  and 
are  now  attempting  to  place  the  blame  for 
this  deplorable  situation  upon  the  striking 
organizations,  and 

"WHEREAS,  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  as  the  official  spokesman  for  the 
organized  labor  movement  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, is  deeply  and  vitally  concerned  about 
the  vicious  and  unwarranted  attacks  now 
being  unleashed  upon  a  substantial  por- 
tion of  its  membership  by  the  shipowners 
and  their  notorious  strikebreaking  agency, 

"RESOLVED,  that  a  committee  of  seven 
be  appointed  forthwith  to  be  known  as  the 
Strike  Strategy  Committee  of  the  San 
Francisco  Labor  Council  for  the  purpose 
of  investigating  in  any  manner  deemed 
proper  and  expedient  the  status  and  gen- 
eral situation  of  the  strike  and  further 
directed  to  consult  and  advise  with  respon- 
sible officials  of  the  striking  unions  in 
order  that  such  steps  as  it  may  deem 
proper  and  necessary  to  effectuate  a  joint 
and  common  program  for  the  guidance  and 
advice  of  the  labor  movement  of  San 
Francisco  be  formulated,  and  further  au- 
thorized to  advise  the  unions  on  strike  in 


the    name    of    the    San    Francisco     Labor 
Council    as    to   policy   and  further, 

"RESOLVED,  that  in  view  of  the  con- 
tinual charges  made  by  irresponsible  propa- 
ganda agencies  to  the  effect  that  the 
Longshoremen  and  Marine  unions  are  di- 
rected by  people  not  in  sympathy  with  the 
aims  and  objects  of  the  American  Federa- 
tion of  Labor,  that  this  committee  be  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  investigate  fully 
and  to  such  an  extent  as  it  may  deem 
necessary  and  proper  such  charges  in  order 
that  it  may  officially  and  with  personal 
knowledge  report  to  the  public  and  this 
Council  the  answer  to  this  slanderous  in- 
nuendo and  vicious  attacks  on  the  labor 
movement,  and  finally, 

"RESOLVED,    that    this    committee    be 
instructed    to   proceed    at    once    under   the 
authorization  of  this  resolution. "56 
In  discussing  this  resolution  on  the  fol- 
lowing day  President  Vandeleur  said: 

"The  Labor  Council  is  going  to  insist 
now  that  we  prosecute  the  strike  on  the 
waterfront  with  everything  at  labor's  com- 
mand. The  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  is 
behind  the  strike,  and  I  want  the  world  to 
know  it." 

George  Kidwell,  Secretary  of  the 
Bakery  Wagon  Drivers'  Union,  and 
generally  recognized  as  one  of  the  most 
astute  of  the  San  Francisco  labor  union 
officials,  in  discussing  the  resolution, 
said: 

"It  is  not  our  intention  to  create  further 
chaos  but  to  adjust  differences.  A  general 
strike  would  not  succeed  unless  we  have 
a  general  agency  which  has  the  loyalty  of 
the  people  involved."57 

According  to  the  press  Kidwell's  state- 
ment was  greeted  with  a  storm  of 
abusive  bops  and  hooting  which  had 
to  be  quieted  by  President  Vaudeleur.58 
Bridges,  as  chairman  of  the  Joint 
Strike  Committee,  requested  that  the 
principal  resolution  be  temporarily 
passed  over  until  such  time  as  one  pre- 
sented by  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  could  be  acted  upon. 
Bridges'  resolution,  which  was  unani- 


(56)   S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  7.  1934. 
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mously  adopted,  declared  that  the  ques- 
tion of  the  union  control  of  the  hiring 
halls  was  one  which  could  not  be  sub- 
mitted to  arbitration.  59  Michael  Casey, 
president  of  the  Teamsters'  Union  and 
the  dean  of  San  Francisco  labor  lead- 
ers, in  commenting  upon  the  principal 
resolution  said: 

"The  action  of  the  Council  in  voting  for 
such  a  committee,  instead  of  adopting  a 
general  strike  resolution  of  some  kind, 
should  have  a  steadying  effect  on  the  men 
of  our  unions  when  they  meet  Sunday 
morning  in  Dreamland  Auditorium,  to 
consider  among  other  things,  a  general 
strike."60 

As  subsequent  events  disclosed 
Casey  was  unable  to  gauge  the  temper 
of  his  men  or  else  made  this  statement 
in  the  hope,  possibly  a  forlorn  one, 
that  he  might  be  able  to  forestall  ad- 
verse action  on  the  part  of  his  Union. 

At  the  same  meeting  of  the  Labor 
Council  another  resolution  was  intro- 
duced and  adopted  unanimously  and 
practically  without  discussion,  censur- 
ing Governor  Merriam  for  calling  out 
the  National  Guard.  It  was  jointly  in- 
troduced by  President  Vandeleur  and 
Secretary  O'Connell  of  the  Council.61 
It  may  be  noted  in  connection  with 
this  resolution,  which  is  reproduced 
below,  that  the  paragraph,  charging 
that  the  Governor's  action  in  calling 
out  the  troops  had  been  responsible  for 
the  serious  rioting  on  July  5th  with  the 
resulting  deaths  of  two  workers  and  in- 
jury to  a  number  of  others,  contained  a 
serious  factual  error.  As  already  indi- 
cated at  another  place  in  this  chapter, 
the  rioting  had  all  taken  place  before 
the  calling  out  of  the  National  Guard 
although,  as  suggested,  the  fact  that  it 
became  known  that  the  Guard  would 
probably  be  called  out  may  have  had 
its  effect  in  increasing  the  desperation 


of  the  pickets  in  attempting  to  reach 
their  objective. 

The  resolution  in  regard  to  Gover- 
nor Merriam  read  as  follows: 

"WHEREAS,  the  Governor  of  Califor- 
nia, Frank  F.  Merriam,  has  taken  the  un- 
precedented and  ill-considered  action  in 
calling  out  the  State  Militia  for  strike 
duty  along  the  San  Francisco-  waterfront 
and  thus  subjected  the  striking  marine 
workers  and  this  port  and  community  to 
the  ignominy  of  being  ruled  by  the  mili- 
tary and  the  threat  of  martial  law;  and, 

"WHEREAS,  no  inordinate  danger  to 
life  and  property  justifying  such  extra- 
ordinary action  existed  during  the  entire 
course  of  nearly  two  months  strike  that 
could  not  be  handled  by  the  city  govern- 
ment and  its  police  force  within  the 
bounds  of  law  and  reason,  while  the  Gov- 
ernor's action  in  a  single  day  has  caused 
more  rioting  and  bloodshed  than  the  course 
of  the  strike  up  to  that  moment,  showing 
the  deep  resentment  and  the  just  indigna- 
tion existing  in  the  breast  of  every  labor- 
ing man  and  woman  in  this  community, 
by  reason  of  such  signal  partiality  in 
favor  of  one  side  without  any  attempt  at 
peaceful  settlement,  and  the  unwarranted 
display  of  force  and  compulsion  in  the 
settlement  of  an  industrial  dispute;  and 

"WHEREAS,  under  the  present  inflamed 
conditions  of  the  people  of  all  shades  of 
feeling,  the  strike  situation  called  for  tem- 
perate statesmanship,  patience  and  fair 
consideration  of  accumulated  grievances 
and  practical  remedies  therefor,  with  a 
view  of  working  out  justice  to  all  con- 
cerned, a  course  of  action  now  needed 
to  bring  about  industrial  peace  to  this 
community ;  Therefore  be  it 

"RESOLVED,  by  the  San  Francisco  La- 
bor Council  in  regular  session  assembled, 
that  we  deeply  deplore  and  condemn  the 
calling  out  of  the  State  Militia  by  Gov- 
ernor Merriam  and  urge  on  the  federal 
government  and  the  National  Longshore- 
men's Board  to  renew  the  negotiations 
with  the  representatives  of  the  shipping 
interests  and  the  striking  marine  unions  to 
the  end  that  a  just  and  honorable  indus- 
trial peace  may  be  established,  so  that  all 
labor  in  this  community  may  be  assured 
that  simple  justice  and  not  military  force 
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is  going  to  prevail  in  the  adjustment  of  the 
intolerable  grievances  of  the  striking  ma- 
rine workers;  and  be  it  further 

"RESOLVED,  that  copies  of  this  resolu- 
tion be  transmitted  to-  Governor  Frank  F. 
Merriam,  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board,  President  William  Green  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor,  and  to  the 
press. 


'62 


In  response  to  this  resolution  of  the 
Labor  Council  censuring  him  for  mov- 
ing troops  to  the  waterfront  the  Gov- 
ernor on  July  7th,  issued  an  extended 
statement  in  which  he  flatly  contradict- 
ed the  various  charges  made  by  the 
Labor  Council  in  its  vote  of  censure.  In 
his  statement  the  Governor  said: 

"Every  act  of  violence  along  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront,  every  case  of  blood- 
shed and  every  instance  of  conflict  between 
the  strikers  and  the  forces  of  the  law  oc- 
curred before  I  ordered  the  National 
Guard  to  take  necessary  steps  to  protect 
life  and  safeguard  state  property. 

"I  ordered  the  Guards  to  the  strike  area 
only  as  a  last  resort  to  protect  the  lives 
of  citizens  and  to  safeguard  the  property 
of  the  State.  My  action  was  taken  after 
representatives  of  the  strikers  had  definitely 
challenged  the  authority  of  the  State  and 
had  announced  their  determination  to  pre- 
vent State  authorities  from  carrying  on  the 
peaceful  affairs  of  the  state-owned  harbor 
facilities."6^ 

President  Vandeleur  of  the  Council 
named  as  the  committee  of  seven 
to  handle  the  strike  situation,  John 
A.  O'Connell,  Secretary  of  the  Coun- 
cil; Daniel  P.  Haggerty,  Past  Presi- 
dent of  the  California  State  Federa- 
tion of  Labor  and  also  Past  President 
of  the  San  Francisco  Labor  Coun- 
cil; M.  S.  Maxwell,  President  of  the 
California  State  Federation  of  Butch- 
ers; George  Kidwell,  Secretary-Treas- 
urer of  the  Bakery  Wagon  Drivers' 
Union;  Frank  Brown,  Business  Repre- 

(62)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  7,  1934. 

(63)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  8,  1934. 

(64)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  8,   1934. 


sentative  of  the  Holders'  Union; 
Charles  Deny,  editor  of  the  Labor 
Clarion,  the  official  publication  of  the 
Labor  Council,  and  himself.64  In  mak- 
ing the  appointments  President  Vande- 
leur stated  that  he  had  purposely 
omitted  from  the  committee,  members 
of  the  unions  directly  involved  in  the 
strike  as  he  wanted  a  fresh  point  of 
view  brought  to  bear  by  the  members 
of  the  so-called  Strike  Strategy  Com- 
mittee.65 All  of  those  appointed  were 
aligned  with  the  conservative  wing  of 
the  local  labor  movement. 

Following  its  first  meeting  the  Strike 
Strategy  Committee  conferred  with  the 
Joint  Marine  Strike  Committee  of  Fifty 
of  which  Harry  Bridges  was  chairman. 
Bridges'  efforts  to  secure  affirmative 
action  on  the  part  of  the  Strike  Com- 
mittee in  favor  of  a  city-wide  general 
strike  were  unsuccessful.66  After  the 
meeting  Chairman  Vandeleur  said: 

"We  did  not  discuss  a  general  strike  at 
all.  We  met  solely  to  discuss  with  the 
Marine  Strike  Committee  the  plans  for  our 
appearance  Monday  before  the  President's 
Board." 

However,  radical  influences  contin- 
ued in  an  effort  to  force  a  general 
strike.  Authorities  in  outside  counties 
began  to  complain  that  the  strike  was 
showing  serious  manifestations  in  their 
communities.  Truck  drivers  attempting 
to  haul  perishables  to  San  Francisco 
such  as  vegetables,  fruit  and  similar 
agricultural  and  horticultural  products, 
were  warned  that  if  they  continued  to 
attempt  to  transport  their  merchandise 
to  San  Francisco  and  adjoining  cities 
that  they  "did  so  at  their  own  risk."67 
One  truck  driver  reported  that  his  truck 
had  been  pursued  for  many  miles  along 
the  highway  and  that  the  men  in  the 
pursuing  car  had  attempted  to  force 
him  to  stop. 

(65)  Ibid. 
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Bridges,  during  this  entire  period, 
was  exhorting  all  labor  unions  with 
which  he  could  come  in  contact  to  sup- 
port a  general  strike  move.  Following 
the  first  meeting  with  the  Strike  Stra- 
tegy Committee  he  is  reported  to  have 
said: 

"This  is  no  longer  the  I.  L.  A.'s  fight 
alone.  Thursday's  bloody  rioting  has  crys- 
talized  Labor's  attention  on  the  conditions 
under  which  the  I.  L.  A.  works  and  La- 
bor is  demanding  concerted  action.  The 
Labor  Council  is  definitely  behind  the 
marine  strike."68 

On  July  7th  fourteen  San  Francisco 
unions  were  reported  to  have  taken 
action  in  favor  of  support  for  a  gen- 
eral strike  move.6*  General  strike  sen- 
timent was  not  confined  to  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  area,  however.  In  Port- 
land the  unions  arranged  to  call  a  mass 
meeting  for  July  9th  at  which  time  it 
was  proposed  to  lay  down  a  course  of 
action  in  case  a  general  strike  was 
called.  Somewhat  similar  steps  were 
taken  in  Seattle.70 

On  Sunday,  July  8th,  the  first  link 
in  a  chain  of  circumstances  which  was 
to  lead  inevitably  to  the  general  strike 
of  practically  all  Bay  District  unions 
was  forged  when  Teamsters'  Union  Lo- 
cal 85  by  a  vote  of  1220  to  271  decided 
to  go  on  strike  on  Thursday  morning, 
July  12th,  unless  the  maritime  work- 
ers' strike  and  the  longshoremen's 
strike  had,  by  that  time,  been  def- 
initely settled  or  was  on  the  way  to  a 
settlement.  Action  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  was  taken  on  a  secret  ballot 
reading:  "Do  you  wish  to  continue 
working  after  Wednesday  under  pres- 
ent conditions?"71  While  members  of 
the  Teamsters'  Union  were  permitted 
to  mark  their  ballots  without  interfer- 


es) S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  7,  1934. 
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(71)   S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  9.  1934. 


ence,  election  booths  were  not  pro- 
vided and  the  men  gathered  in  knots 
to  discuss  the  proper  course  to  pursue 
and  cast  their  votes  more  or  less  in  the 
presence  of  their  fellow  unionists.72  In 
this  connection  it  was  stated  that  had 
the  ballot  been  a  secret  one  with  the 
men  actually  voting  in  booths  it  might 
have  changed  the  results  to  some  ex- 
tent, but  would  probably  not  have  af- 
fected the  totals  sufficiently  to  alter  the 
outcome.  The  meeting  also  voted  that 
the  organization  would  give  final  con- 
sideration to  the  strike  question  on 
July  llth. 

After  the  meeting  Michael  Casey, 
the  president  of  the  Union,  said: 

"We  have  no  desire  to  complicate  the 
situation  that  now  exists.  But  the  men 
feel  very  strongly  about  the  final  demands 
of  the  marine  strikers,  for  the  control  of 
hiring  halls  and  the  recognition  of  certain 
of  the  unions,  and  also  about  strikebreak- 
ing truck  drivers  being  used  to  break  the 
deadlock."73 

On  the  same  day  the  Teamsters' 
Union  of  Alameda  County  across  the 
Bay,  by  a  vote  of  369  to  54,  took  ac- 
tion similar  to  that  taken  by  the  larger 
Union  in  San  Francisco.74 

While  a  few  persons  connected  with 
the  labor  movement  indicated  that  it 
was  their  belief  that  the  vote  of  the 
Teamsters  did  not  mean  a  strike  on 
July  1 2th,  the  majority  voiced  the  opin- 
ion that  regardless  of  the  form  of  the 
ballot,  which  was  considered  by  many 
to  be  somewhat  equivocal,  the  vote 
was  so  decisive  that  it  expressed  a  clear 
mandate  to  the  officials  of  the  Union 
that  the  decision  reached  by  secret  bal- 
lot of  July  8th  would  undoubtedly  be 
sustained  at  the  regular  meeting  of  the 
Union  on  July  llth.7'  Casey,  how- 


(72)  Statements  to  writer  by  members  of  Union. 
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ever,  who  was  not  in  sympathy  with 
the  strike  and  believed  that  it  might 
lead  not  only  to  a  general  strike,  but 
might  result  in  serious  consequences  to 
the  organization  of  which  he  had  been 
leader  for  more  than  a  third  of  a  cen- 
tury, revealed76  that  possibly  the  Team- 
sters by  going  out  on  strike  when  they 
had  no  grievance  of  their  own  might 
lose  all  possibility  of  securing  strike 
benefits.  In  this  connection  Casey  said, 
after  the  meeting  of  July  8th: 

"I  warned  the  men  that  they  were  vio- 
lating an  iron  clad  rule  of  the  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  Chauffeurs, 
Stablemen  and  Helpers  of  America,  with 
whom  we  are  affiliated.  But  nothing  on 
earth  could  have  prevented  that  vote.  In 
all  my  thirty  years  of  leading  these  men 
I  have  never  seen  them  so-  worked  up,  so 
determined  to  walk  out. 

"The  Teamsters  here  have  absolutely  no 
grievance  of  their  own  to  settle.  They  have 
a  contract  with  the  employers  which  runs 
until  next  May.  We  will  no  doubt  lose  all 
strike  benefits  from  the  Brotherhood.  These 
amount  to  $10.00  per  man  per  week  on 
strike. 

"Our  Union  will  meet  again  Wednesday 
night  and  at  that  time  we  will  have  a  vote 
of  confirmation  of  our  decision  today.  If  by 
then  something  concrete  in  the  way  of  a 
settlement  has  not  been  achieved,  I  am  cer- 
tain that  the  men  will  reapprove  their  ac- 
tion and  walk  off  their  trucks  Thursday 
morning.  The  vote  Wednesday  night  will 
be  a  standing  vote  and  not  a  secret  ballot 
as  was  today's.  Such  a  ballot  would  be 
unnecessary."77 

Transportation  activities  which  would 
be  affected  by  the  action  of  the  Team- 
sters if  the  strike  vote  finally  was  af- 
firmed, would  result  in  stoppage  of  the 
hauling  of  all  general  merchandise  such 
as  groceries  from  warehouses  to  stores, 
all  hauling  from  railroad  terminals  to 
premises  of  consignees,  all  deliveries 
of  gasoline  and  fuel  oil,  deliveries  of 
furniture  and  the  moving  of  household 


(76)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  9,  1934. 
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effects,  deliveries  of  ice  cream  and  also 
deliveries  of  meat  from  packing  houses 
to  wholesalers  and  from  wholesalers  to 
retail  markets.  Unions  affiliated  with 
the  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  that 
would  not  be  affected  by  the  strike 
vote  included  the  drivers  making  retail 
store  deliveries,  drivers  for  milk,  ice, 
laundry,  baking,  and  building  material 
concerns,  and  drivers  of  taxicabs  and 
chauffeurs.78 

On  July  8th  the  Strike  Strategy  Com- 
mittee of  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  issued  a  formal  statement 
through  Vandeleur  in  which  it  out- 
lined and  explained  the  purposes  of 
the  Committee  and  the  methods  it  ex- 
pected to  use  in  settling  the  maritime 
strike.  This  statement  contained  an  ex- 
press denial  that  the  maritime  strike 
was  being  engineered  by  radicals,  al- 
leged that  all  known  reds  had  been 
ejected  from  the  unions,  and  urged 
patience  on  the  part  of  the  citizens  of 
the  community.  This  statement,  said : 

"We  are  in  complete  charge  of  the  sit- 
uation and  the  striking  stevedores  and 
longshoremen  have  complete  faith  in  us 
and  our  intention  is  to  bring  about  con- 
cessions to  their  demands. 

"As  far  as  the  so-called  extreme  group 
is  concerned,  I  do  not  believe  that  any 
such  group  exists.  The  longshoremen  them- 
selves are  a  reasonable  and  orderly  group 
and  there  are  no  agitators  among  them. 
The  men  on  strike  have  ejected  all  known 
'reds'  and  Communists  from  their  ranks. 
All  references  to  an  extreme  group  are 
made  by  the  parties  unfamiliar  with  the 
general  character  of  the  men  on  strike. 

"The  fact  that  we  intend  to  act  in  a 
cool-headed  and  deliberate  manner  does 
not  mean  that  we  are  not  prepared  to  take 
the  most  drastic  steps  for  the  settlement 
of  this  strike.  We  mean  to  give  the  ship- 
owners and  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board  every  chance  to  settle  this  crisis 
peacefully  and  we  want  to  act  reasonably 
and  not  violently.  But  we  do  not  intend 
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to  yield  one  inch  of  the  ground  to  which 
these  men  are  justly  entitled,  and  if  their 
rights  are  overlooked  we  are  ready  to 
unleash  the  full  strength  of  organized  la- 
bor in  San  Francisco.  Our  aim  is  to*  settle 
this  strike  in  an  orderly  and  intelligent 
fashion.  The  men  are  making  no  attempt 
to  prolong  the  strike  and  it  is  their  earn- 
est desire  to  be  back  on  their  job  as 
quickly  as  possible. 

"We  ask  the  public  to  be  patient  and 
not  condemn  the  men  who  are  acting  night 
and  day  to  bring  back  peace  and  safety 
to  the  waterfront.  We  assure  the  people 
of  San  Francisco  that  any  violence  that 
might  arise  will  not  come  from  labor  but 
from  the  shipowners  and  the  Industrial 
Association." 

In  contrast  to  the  action  of  the 
Teamsters  the  Western  Federation  of 
Butchers,  consisting  of  three  local 
unions  in  San  Francisco,  passed  a  reso- 
lution80 placing  full  confidence  in  the 
Strike  Strategy  Committee  of  seven  and 
announcing  that  the  butchers  would 
abide  by  the  suggestions  of  this  com- 
mittee to  carry  out  "any  and  all  plans 
and  requests  that  the  said  committee 
may  make  during  this  emergency."  The 
resolution  further  stated  that  inasmuch 
as  the  Committee  of  Seven  had  re- 
quested all  labor  organizations  to  hold 
in  abeyance  any  plans  for  a  general 
sympathetic  strike  in  order  that  the 
Committee  might  become  better  ac- 
quainted with  the  entire  strike  situa- 
tion, that  the  butchers  would  cooper- 
ate with  this  request. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Alameda 
County  Labor  Council  held  on  the  eve- 
ning of  July  9th  a  resolution  was 
adopted  asking  the  79  affiliated  unions 
immediately  to  take  a  strike  vote  on 
the  general  proposition  of  a  walkout 
in  support  of  the  longshoremen.81  This 
resolution  went  farther  than  the  one 
adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  in  that  it  authorized  a  com- 

(79)  Ibid. 

(80)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  9,  1934. 


mittee  of  seven  to  arrange  the  details 
of  "an  effective  strike"  and  also  in- 
structed the  committee  to  work  with 
the  San  Francisco  Strike  Strategy  Com- 
mittee. The  resolution  of  the  Alameda 
County  Labor  Council  read  as  follows: 

"BE  IT  RESOLVED  by  the  Central  La- 
bor Council  of  Alameda  County  that  its 
affiliated  unions  be  requested  to  immedi- 
ately vote  on  the  question  of  calling  a 
general  strike  in  accordance  with  the  laws 
of  their  respective  national  and  interna- 
tional organizations  and  to  advise  said 
Council  by  communications,  properly  at- 
tested, regarding  said  votes  at  the  earliest 
possible  moment, 

"AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED 
that  a  Committee  of  Seven  be  appointed 
which  shall  have  full  power  and  authority 
to  arrange  all  of  the  necessary  details  for 
an  effective  general  strike  in  the  event  that 
affiliated  organizations  determine  on  such 
a  plan  of  procedure. 

"BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  that  the 
committee  of  seven  be  empowered  and  in- 
structed to  cooperate  with  the  Strategy 
Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  Central 
Labor  Council."82 

On  the  same  date  President  William 
Green  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  sent  a  telegram  to  Governor 
Merriam  protesting  against  the  use  of 
troops  in  the  San  Francisco  longshore- 
men's strike.  President  Green's  tele- 
gram said: 

"The  settlement  of  an  industrial  dispute 
upon  a  fair  and  just  basis  cannot  be 
reached  through  the  use  of  the  military 
forces  of  the  state.  Bayonets,  soldiers  and 
machine  guns  are  not  the  instrumentalities 
which  should  be  used  in  the  settlement  of 
differences  which  arise  between  employers 
and  employees.  The  assignment  of  troops 
to  San  Francisco-  in  the  longshoremen's 
strike  is  deplored  by  working  people  and 
their  friends  everywhere.  Such  action  means 
the  substitution  of  force  for  reason  and 
justice. 

"Unreasonable  employers  will  take  ad- 
vantage of  the  presence  of  your  military 
forces  to  compel  acceptance  of  their  terms, 

(81)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  10,  1934. 

(82)  East  Bay  Labor  Journal,  July  13,  1934. 
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and  this  means  the  power  of  the  state  is 
placed  on  the  side  of  the  employers  and 
against  the  workers  in  their  fight  for 
higher  living  standards  and  improved  work- 
ing conditions. 

"I  protest  against  such  action,  and  urge 
you  to  demand  employers  negotiate  a  set- 
tlement of  the  longshoremen's  strike 
immediately."8^ 

A  telegram  was  also  addressed  by 
Mr.  Green  to  Mayor  Rossi  in  which 
Mr.  Green  said: 

"Through  the  use  of  force  on  the  part 
of  the  police  your  administration  is  in- 
tentionally or  unintentionally  aiding  unrea- 
sonable employers  to  compel  striking  work- 
ers to  accept  their  terms.  It  seems  incredible 
that  you  would  assign  your  police  to  pro- 
tect strikebreakers  and  thus  aid  strike- 
breaking employer's  organizations.  Why  not 
command  unreasonable  employers  to  settle 
with  their  striking  workers  immediately  so 
that  peace  and  tranquillity  can  be  restored 
to  San  Francisco?"84 

While  Mayor  Rossi's  reply  is  some- 
what out  of  the  strictly  chronological 
frame  in  which  this  narrative  is  being 
written  it  seems  desirable  to  discuss 
it  at  this  point  rather  than  to  place  it  in 
its  proper  time  sequence.  The  principal 
points  raised  by  Mayor  Rossi  in  his 
reply  will  be  included  here. 

During  the  course  of  his  telegram 
Mayor  Rossi  said:85 

"I  am  convinced  that  your  telegram  just 
received  is  based  upon  misconception  of 
the  situation  in  San  Francisco.  Every  ef- 
fort has  been  put  forward  by  me  to  bring 
about  an  amicable  adjustment  of  the  un- 
fortunate controversy  that  has  already 
caused  much  suffering  and  sacrifice  to  San 
Francisco  and  her  people." 

Mayor  Rossi  then  outlined  the  part 
which  he  had  played  in  connection 
with  the  developments  in  early  June, 
resulting  in  the  agreement  of  June  16th 
negotiated  in  his  office  and  repudiated 
on  June  17th  by  various  longshore  lo- 


cals up  and  down  the  Pacific  Coast. 
The  Mayor's  telegram  then  went  on  to 
say: 

"Realizing  that  when  violence  takes  the 
place  of  peace  disinterested  as  well  as 
interested  parties  must  suffer,  I  have  re- 
quested from  time  to  time  that  the  plan 
to  open  the  port  be  postponed.  I  did  this 
in  the  hope  that  more  time  would  enable 
a  final  settlement  to  be  reached.  When 
further  postponement  was  no  longer  pos- 
sible, I  appealed  to  the  people  and  to 
these  directly  interested  in  the  controversy 
not  to  indulge  in  law  infraction  or  vio- 
lence. Notwithstanding  this  appeal  riots 
and  violence  started  as  soon  as  removal 
of  merchandise  from  wharves  to  ware- 
houses was  undertaken. 

"These  lawless  acts  were  not  inspired 
by  the  sober  and  properly  disposed  ele- 
ments in  labor,  but  were  largely  the  re- 
sult of  communist  activity.  Police  in  San 
Francisco  were  never  the  aggressors.  They 
fought  only  to  protect  life  and  property 
and  to  suppress  rioting  and  violence.  If 
they  had  been  derelict  in  their  duty,  prop- 
erty of  great  value  would  have  been  de- 
stroyed; many  of  our  citizens  would  have 
been  injured  and  in  all  probability  much 
human  life  would  have  been  sacrificed. 

"You  must  appreciate  that  as  the  chief 
executive  of  San  Francisco  my  sworn  duty 
was  and  is  to  uphold  law  and  order  and 
suppress  violence.  My  administration  and 
myself  have  not  manifested  and  do  not  in- 
tend to  show  any  partiality  in  this  con- 
troversy. Our  position  is  simply  that  the 
law  must  be  observed.  I  am  willing  and 
ready  to  continue  to  make  any  official  or 
personal  sacrifice  to  settle  this  serious  dif- 
ficulty and  restore  peace  to  the  city. 

"Again  I  express  the  earnest  hope  and 
prayer  that  I  have  voiced  many  times  be- 
fore, that  those  directly  interested  in  the 
pending  controversy  will  be  guided  by  the 
President's  Arbitration  Board  to  the  end 
that  employees  may  return  to  their  respec- 
tive positions  and  that  employers  may 
again  accept  their  services,  and  let  the 
President,  speaking  through  his  appointed 
Board,  adjust  existing  differences. 

"With  this  statement  of  ooir  situation 
here  let  me  in  turn  appeal  to  you  just  as 


(83)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  10,  1934. 

(84)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  11,  1934. 
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I  am  appealing  to  employers  and  ask  that 
you  use  your  good  offices  as  leader  of  or- 
ganized labor  in  America  to  assist  in  re- 
storing the  peace  and  tranquillity  to  which 
you  refer." 

On  the  day  that  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board  opened  its  hearings 
the  most  theatrically  ominous  and  sig- 
nificant event  in  the  history  of  the  en- 
tire longshore  and  general  strike  took 
place.  This  was  the  funeral  of  the  two 
men  killed  during  the  course  of  the 
rioting  on  July  5th. 

For  days  the  bodies  of  these  men 
banked  by  beautiful  and  elaborate  floral 
decorations  had  lain  in  state  in  the 
headquarters  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  only  a  few  feet 
from  the  spot  where  they  had  been 
killed.  That  spot,  with  a  rare  sense  of 
drama  which  marked  all  the  proceed- 
ings incident  to  the  burial  of  these 
men,  had  also  been  banked  with  flow- 
ers and  had  been  protected  from  the 
feet  of  passing  and  careless  pedestrians 
by  strikers  who  had  guarded  it  as 
though  it  were  consecrated  ground.  On 
the  day  preceding  the  funeral  thou- 
sands of  strikers,  strike  sympathizers 
and  curious  and  morbid  citizens  filed 
past  the  coffins  of  the  two  men  as  they 
lay  in  state  in  the  Longshoremen's 
headquarters.  Because  one  of  the  dead 
men  was  a  veteran  a  uniformed  sentry 
stood  guard  outside  of  the  door  and 
men  and  women  in  over-seas  uniforms, 
formed  a  guard  of  honor  around  the 
casket  which  was  draped  with  the 
American  flag. 

On  the  morning  of  the  funeral  huge 
crowds  began  to  gather  in  the  neigh- 
borhood of  the  Longshoremen's  Hall. 
The  funeral  service,  itself,  began  an 
hour  before  noon  at  the  I.  L.  A.  hall, 
an  impressively  simple  funeral  service 
conducted  by  a  former  member  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Association. 


Evidence  of  the  realization  on  the 
part  of  those  in  charge,  that  the  funeral 
procession  could  be  capitalized  in  order 
to  arouse  the  community,  to  create  class 
consciousness  and  to  make  the  workers 
feel  the  strength  and  power  of  labor, 
was  disclosed  when  representatives  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  called 
on  the  Police  Department,  asked  per- 
mission to  conduct  the  funeral  proces- 
sion without  interference  by  police  and 
also  requested  that  all  traffic  control 
along  the  line  of  march  should  be  han- 
dled by  the  strikers.  Chief  of  Police 
Quinn,  in  acceding  to  this  request, 
made  only  two  stipulations  in  return. 
One  was  that  so  far  as  possible  Com- 
munists and  Communist  sympathizers 
should  be  kept  out  of  the  procession 
in  order  to  prevent  possible  clashes; 
the  other,  that  there  should  be  no  dis- 
play of  banners,  signs  or  other  insignia 
which  might  tend  to  inflame  spectators 
or  others  and  thus  lead  to  disturbances 
or  rioting.  The  committee  from  the 
longshoremen  readily  accepted  these 
conditions  and  lived  up  to  them. 

The  caskets  containing  the  bodies 
of  the  dead  strikers  were  placed  on 
open  trucks,  that  of  the  veteran  being 
draped  with  the  American  flag.  Flow- 
ers were  banked  on  these  trucks  and 
three  or  four  other  trucks  were  also 
employed  to  transport  the  thousands  of 
floral  decorations.  The  funeral  cortege 
formed  in  the  most  orderly  fashion, 
marched  a  short  distance  up  Steuart 
Street  to  Market  Street  and,  turning 
westward  on  that  street,  proceeded  to 
its  destination,  an  undertaking  estab- 
lishment some  two  miles  distant.  The 
procession  was  orderly  and  quiet.  Every 
marcher  walked  with  head  bared.  Not 
a  word  was  spoken.  None  smoked. 
The  ranks  were  well  formed  and  the 
cadence  of  the  marchers'  feet  was  set 
by  the  slow  music  of  a  Beethoven 


128 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


funeral  march  played  by  a  single  band. 

Veterans  in  their  uniforms  marched 
at  the  head  and  a  guard  of  honor  of 
veterans  surrounded  the  casket  of  their 
dead  comrade.  A  color  guard  carried 
the  American  flag. 

Tens  of  thousands  of  spectators  lined 
the  streets  as  the  files  of  strikers,  ex- 
tending for  more  than  a  mile  and  a 
half  down  Market  Street,  swung  slowly 
past.  At  each  intersection  volunteer 
traffic  officers  from  the  strikers'  ranks 
controlled  the  crowds  and  the  move- 
ment of  the  marchers  through  the  inter- 
section. Not  a  police  officer  nor  a  Na- 
tional Guardsman  was  in  evidence  from 
one  end  of  the  long  line  of  march  to 
the  other. 

It  was  one  of  the  strangest  and  most 
dramatic  spectacles  that  had  ever 
moved  along  Market  Street.  Its  pass- 
age marked  the  high  tide  of  united 
labor  action  in  San  Francisco.  Its  dra- 


matic qualities  moved  the  entire  com- 
munity without  regard  to  individual 
points  of  view  as  to  the  justice  and 
righteousness  of  the  strikers'  cause.  It 
created  a  temporary  but  tremendous 
wave  of  sympathy  for  the  workers. 
Only  after  two  or  three  days  had  passed 
did  San  Francisco  awaken  to  the  fact 
that  its  sympathies  had  been  aroused 
by  a  brilliant  and  theatric  piece  of 
propaganda.  It  provided  the  impetus 
that  made  the  events  which  followed 
as  inevitable  as  though  the  human  be- 
ings involved  in  the  subsequent  drama 
had  been  moved  by  vast  physical  forces 
over  which  they  had  no  control. 

As  the  last  marcher  broke  ranks,  the 
certainty  of  a  general  strike,  which  up 
to  this  time  had  appeared  to  many  to 
be  the  visionary  dream  of  a  small  group 
of  the  most  radical  workers,  became  for 
the  first  time  a  practical  and  realizable 
objective. 


Chapter  V. 


THIS  CHAPTER  will  be  devoted  to 
a  description  of  the  kaleidoscopic 
events  that  took  place  following 
the  decision  of  the  teamsters  to  strike, 
and  which  closed  with  the  decision  of 
the  delegates  of  the  San  Francisco 
unions  to  call  a  general  strike  in  sup- 
port of  the  longshoremen  and  maritime 
workers.  This  is  the  period  from  July 
10th  to  July  14th,  inclusive. 

During  the  first  three  days  of  this 
week  the  Longshoremen's  Board  con- 
ducted its  public  hearings.  The  testi- 
mony of  the  representatives  of  the 
workers  was  completed  on  July  10th 
and  the  only  witness  for  the  employers, 
Mr.  Plant,  President  of  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union,  presented  the 
case  on  behalf  of  the  shippers  and 
other  employers  of  longshoremen  on 
July  llth. 

The  testimony  of  Mr.  Plant,  which 
has  been  published  in  printed  form 
and  to  which  reference  has  been  made 
on  many  occasions  herein,  was,  like  the 
preceding  statements  of  the  workers, 
largely  a  reiteration  of  material  which 
had  already  been  presented  to  the 
Board  in  one  form  or  another  and 
which  was  certainly  known  to  Mr.  Mc- 
Grady  through  his  long  contact  with 
the  controversy.  Unlike  the  workers' 
testimony,  however,  it  was  preserved  in 
permanent  form  and,  because  of  its 
reproduction  in  full  in  the  press,  served 
to  acquaint  the  community  as  a  whole 
with  the  position  taken  by  the  em- 
ployers on  many  of  the  controversial 
questions  involved. 

On  the  day  of  Mr.  Plant's  testimony 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  pub- 
lished advertisements  in  the  press  out- 

(1)  See  Exhibit  "ZZ". 

(2)  See  Exhibit  "AAA". 


lining  the  basic  facts  in  regard  to  the 
hiring  hall.1  A  second  advertisement 
published  on  the  following  day  covered 
the  question  of  wages  and  hours  of 
longshoremen.2 

In  an  effort  to  forestall  the  impend- 
ing general  strike  the  Longshoremen's 
Board  again  asked  representatives  of 
the  employers  and  workers  to  agree  to 
let  the  Board  settle  all  differences  by 
arbitration.  3  This  request  was  made  on 
July  10th  and  the  Board  urged  that 
both  parties  have  their  answers  in  the 
hands  of  the  Board  on  the  morning  of 
July  llth  before  it  began  its  delibera- 
tions for  that  day.  When  on  July  llth 
the  Employers  presented  their  reply  to 
the  Board  it  was  in  the  form  of  an 
unconditional  acceptance  on  the  part 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers  of  the 
proposal  that  the  Board  would  act  as 
arbitrator  of  all  matters  in  dispute  be- 
tween the  Waterfront  Employers  and 
the  longshoremen.  On  behalf  of  the 
steamship  companies  it  was  agreed  that 
they  would  meet  with  the  representa- 
tives of  their  seafaring  employees  for 
the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining  as 
soon  as  an  election  could  be  held 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Board  to  de- 
termine who  these  representatives 
should  be. 

The  Waterfront  Employers'  state- 
ment was  as  follows:4 

"Yesterday  the  members  of  the  Board 
appealed  to  us  to  submit  to  arbitration 
the  issues  involved  in  the  longshoremen's 
strike.  You  ask  that  we  do  this  because 
you  believe  the  possible  consequences  in- 
volved in  the  continuance  of  the  strike 
were  of  such  a  serious  nature  that  we 
should  on  broad  public  grounds  commit 
to  your  board  the  decision  on  the  matter. 

"We  believe  that  we  have  demonstrated 

(3)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  11,   1934. 

(4)  S.  F.  News,  July  11,   1934. 
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by  our  conduct  throughout  the  entire  con- 
troversy our  earnest  desire  to  arrive  at  a 
fair  and  reasonable  settlement.  In  the  same 
spirit  we  accept  your  suggestion  and  here- 
by submit  to  arbitration  by  your  Board  of 
the  issues  in  dispute  in  the  longshore  strike 
and  agree  to  be  bound  by  its  decision. 

"We  have  communicated  with  the  steam- 
ship companies,  whose  names  are  attached 
hereto,  who  sign  on  crews  here,  and  they 
have  agreed  to  meet  with  representatives 
of  their  seafaring  employees  for  the  pur- 
pose of  collective  bargaining,  such  repre- 
sentatives to  be  selected  in  elections  held 
in  such  manner  as  your  board  shall 
determine." 

This  communication  was  signed  on 
behalf  of  the  Waterfront  Employers 
of  San  Francisco,  Seattle,  Portland  and 
Los  Angeles  and,  in  addition,  carried 
the  signatures  of  39  steamship  com- 
panies. 

That  the  entire  strike  situation  had 
been  taken  over  by  the  Strike  Strategy 
Committee,  and  that  Bridges  and  his 
associates  had  been  supplanted  as  the 
principal  spokesman  for  labor,  was  the 
interpretation  placed  on  a  prolonged 
meeting  of  the  Board  with  the  Strategy 
Committee,  and  the  shipowners,  which 
was  held  on  July  10th.  The  session  ex- 
tended late  into  the  night.5 

The  Board  also  conferred  with  the 
officers  of  the  Teamsters'  Union,  plead- 
ing with  them  to  postpone  any  action 
looking  toward  a  strike  until  such  time 
as  an  opportunity  had  been  afforded 
to  complete  the  public  hearing.6  When 
John  P.  Mclaughlin,  the  Secretary  of 
the  Union,  was  asked  whether  the  re- 
quest of  the  Board  might  serve  to 
postpone  action  by  the  Teamsters,  he 
replied : 

"Our  meeting  tonight  will  go  on  as 
scheduled.  As  yc-u  know,  the  employers 
and  the  Mediation  Board  are  meeting.  If 
anything  tangible  should  come  out  of  that 


(5)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  11,  1934. 

(6)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  11,  1934. 

(7)  Ibid. 


meeting,   there  might  be  a  reason   for  de- 
laying the  Teamsters'  action."? 

Bridges,  who  was  one  of  the  last 
of  the  employee  witnesses  to  appear 
before  the  Board  during  the  public 
hearings,  told  the  Board  on  July  10th 
that  the  Longshoremen's  Association 
was  inflexibly  determined  to  maintain 
the  stand  it  must  have  full  union  con- 
trol of  the  hiring  halls  and  also  that 
the  men  could  not  and  would  not  re- 
turn to  work  until  such  time  as  the 
demands  of  all  other  striking  unions 
had  been  satisfied.8 

While  it  is  not  the  intention  here  to 
outline  in  any  detail  testimony  placed 
before  the  Board  because,  as  already 
stated,  it  is  a  matter  of  public  record 
and  can  be  referred  to  by  any  one  in- 
terested, it  should  be  stated  here  that 
Bridges  made  an  extraordinary  pre- 
sentation before  the  Board  speaking 
without  notes  and  extemporaneously. 
He  showed  not  only  unusual  command 
of  the  subject  matter  but  of  the  English 
language  as  well.  Employers  were  able 
for  the  first  time  to  understand  some- 
thing of  the  hold  which  he  had  been 
able  to  establish  over  the  strikers  both 
in  his  own  union  and  in  the  other  mar- 
itime crafts. 

When  the  important  figures  in  the 
labor  world  were  advised  of  the  un- 
qualified acceptance  of  arbitration  by 
the  employers,  the  announcement  was 
greeted  with  considerable  surprise  in 
many  quarters.  John  A.  O'Connell, 
Secretary  of  the  Labor  Council  and 
a  member  of  the  Strategy  Strike  Com- 
mittee, said: 

"This  should   make  a  big  difference   in 

regard  to   the   general   strike  situation.     It 

is    a   great    deal    more    than  we    expected 
from  the  employers. "9 

(8)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  11,   1934. 

(9)  S.  F.  News,  July  11,   1934. 
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A  somewhat  similar  statement  was 
made  by  Vandeleur,  President  of  the 
Council,  and  also  a  member  of  the 
Strategy  Strike  Committee.  "I  hope," 
he  said,  "it  will  change  the  picture. 
However,  we  have  not  even  discussed 
it.  We  are  going  to  take  it  up  with 
the  Board  now."10  William  J.  Lewis, 
President  of  the  Pacific  Coast  District, 
when  apprised  of  the  action  of  the  em- 
ployers, is  reported  to  have  said: 

"The  Pacific  Coast  District  of  the  I.  L. 
A.  is  against  arbitration  but  we  are  in  duty 
bound  to  let  the  membership  know  what 
has  been  proposed."11 

On  the  other  hand  Bridges  declared: 

"You  can't  arbitrate  the  question  of  hir- 
ing halls.  It's  got  to  be  a  closed  shop  or 
an  open  shop.  Government  control  of  hir- 
ing halls  would  mean  government  control 
of  the  whole  shipping  industry.  The  long- 
shoremen are  on  record  against  arbitration. 
We  can't  retire  from  our  advance  now."12 

Meanwhile,  a  considerable  number 
of  unions  had  taken  action  in  connec- 
tion with  the  general  strike  proposal. 
A  substantial  number  of  the  organized 
employees  of  the  Market  Street  Rail- 
way, affiliated  with  the  Amalgamated 
Association  of  Street  and  Electric  Rail- 
way employees,  voted13  to  join  in  a 
general  strike  should  one  be  recom- 
mended by  the  Strategy  Committee.  It 
was  also  reported  that  ten  unions  in 
the  Oakland  Building  Trades  Council 
had  already  voted  in  favor  of  a  general 
strike.14  Similar  action  was  taken  by  a 
number  of  building  trades  unions  in 
San  Francisco  as  well  as  by  several 
miscellaneous  unions.  The  Bay  Counties 
District  Council  of  Carpenters,  a  cen- 
tral organization  of  all  carpenters'  lo- 
cals around  the  Bay,  announced  that 
it  would  meet  on  July  llth  to  discuss 


(10)  Ibid. 

(11)  Ibid. 

(12)  Ibid. 

(13)  S.  F.  News,  July  9,   1934. 

(14)  Ibid. 


the  general  strike  proposal.15  Mean- 
while carpenters'  local  No.  483  had 
already  voted  to  go  out  on  strike  if  the 
Committee  of  Seven  so  decreed. 

Possibility  of  a  gasoline  shortage  on 
account  of  the  threatened  teamsters' 
walkout  which  was  expected  to  produce 
a  complete  stoppage  of  petroleum  de- 
liveries of  all  kinds,  caused  the  Fire 
Department  to  lay  in  a  special  supply 
of  gasoline  and  in  addition  motorists 
attempted  to  protect  themselves  by  buy- 
ing as  much  fuel  as  possible  in  five  and 
ten  gallon  cans  for  storage  at  home.  A 
general  warning  in  connection  with  this 
practice  was  sent  out  by  the  Fire  Pre- 
vention Bureau,  in  which  the  public 
was  reminded  that  the  storage  of  more 
than  five  gallons  of  gasoline  in  homes 
was  contrary  to  law. 

At  the  meeting  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  held  on  the  evening  of  July  llth 
that  organization,  by  unanimous  vote, 
taken  by  acclamation,  decided  to  strike 
at  7  A.  M.,  the  following  day.16  This 
action  was  taken  in  the  face  of  pleas 
from  the  President's  Mediation  Board 
to  hold  up  the  strike.17  As  indicative 
of  the  temper  of  the  meeting  efforts 
of  Vandeleur,  O'Connell  and  Kidwell 
of  the  Strike  Strategy  Board,  all  of 
whom  urged  temperate  action  and  ask- 
ed for  postponement  of  the  strike  vote 
until  the  following  Monday,  were 
greeted  with  cat  calls  and  boos  and 
they  were  not  permitted  to  finish  their 
addresses.18 

On  the  other  hand  there  was  a  con- 
tinuous and  insistent  demand  that  the 
meeting  should  be  addressed  by 
Bridges,  who  had  been  waiting  out- 
side the  building  apparently  for  just 
such  a  call,  and  who  had  been  accom- 
panied to  the  meeting  hall  by  several 

(15)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  10,  1934. 

(16)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  12,  1934. 

(17)  Ibid. 

(18)  Ibid. 
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hundred  longshoremen  and  other  ma- 
rine workers.19  When  he  was  finally 
admitted  to  the  meeting  he  was  greeted 
with  a  tremendous  ovation.  From  the 
floor  Bridges  was  asked  to  make  a  rec- 
ommendation in  connection  with  the 
question  of  whether  a  delay  in  the  strike 
of  teamsters  would  be  advisable  but  he 
absolutely  refused  to  place  himself  on 
record. 

Efforts  of  Michael  Casey,  the  veteran 
President  of  the  Union,  and  the  dean  of 
all  San  Francisco  labor  leaders,  were 
also  unavailing  in  stemming  the  tide.20 
Casey  had  already  admitted,  following 
the  meeting  on  July  8th,  that  his  union 
was  out  of  control,  that  there  were 
many  communists  in  its  ranks  who  had 
no  sympathy  with  the  traditional  labor 
point  of  view,  that  many  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  organization  were  young 
men  who  looked  on  the  possibility  of 
a  strike  as  a  sort  of  a  lark  and  that, 
finally,  there  was  a  substantial  minority 
among  the  membership  who  desired  a 
change  in  leadership.21  It  was  publicly 
stated  by  Casey  that  it  had  only  been 
with  the  greatest  effort  that  he  and 
other  conservative  members  of  the 
teamsters'  organization  had  been  able 
to  prevent  a  walkout  on  July  9th  fol- 
lowing the  Sunday  meeting  at  which 
the  first  strike  vote  was  taken.22 

The  strike  of  the  teamsters  stunned 
the  entire  community.  The  organiza- 
tion was  believed  to  be  the  most  con- 
servative of  all  of  the  San  Francisco 
unions.  As  already  pointed  out  in  an- 
other chapter  it  had  negotiated  con- 
tracts with  its  employers  over  a  term 
of  almost  thirty  years  and  the  contract 
under  which  it  was  operating  at  the 
time  the  final  strike  vote  was  taken 
did  not  expire  until  May,  1935. 


(19)  Ibid. 

(20)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  12,  1934. 

(21)  Statement  of  Casey  to  writer. 

(22)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  12,  1934. 


In  the  East  Bay  area  the  teamsters 
strike  went  into  effect  at  midnight  July 
llth  but  deliveries  of  goods  to  re- 
tailers were  permitted  to  continue  until 
7  A.  M.  July  12th.2  3  It  was  stated  by 
Charles  W.  Real,  Secretary  of  the 
Union,  that  gasoline  would  be  moved 
at  all  times  for  either  the  Police  or 
Fire  Departments.  Other  than  these  de- 
liveries, only  necessary  supplies  for 
hospitals,  maternity  homes,  invalid 
homes,  orphanages  and  similar  institu- 
tions would  be  released.  Special  per- 
mits, he  announced,  would  be  given 
to  all  such  institutions  if  they  phoned 
to  union  headquarters.24 

By  the  morning  of  July  12th  some 
twenty  additional  unions  had  voted  in 
favor  of  a  general  strike.  In  several 
instances  the  vote  was  unanimous  and 
in  all  cases  there  was  only  a  scattering 
minority  in  opposition.25 

In  reply  to  the  request  from  the 
Longshoremen's  Board  that  the  various 
waterfront  and  marine  unions  on  strike 
should  submit  their  grievances  to  arbi- 
tration the  Board  was  advised  late  on 
July  llth  that  several  of  the  unions 
would  submit  the  question  of  arbitra- 
tion to  a  referendum  vote  of  their 
membership.  It  was  announced  that  the 
vote  would  be  taken  by  secret  ballot 
and  that  it  would  be  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  Longshoremen's  Board.26 

Commenting  on  the  situation  O.  K. 
Cushing,  a  member  of  the  Board,  said: 

"Some  of  the  Unions  agreed  to  submit 
the  question  of  arbitration  to  a  vote  of 
their  members.  We  expect  answers  from 
other  unions  tonight  or  tomorrow  but  the 
Board  is  more  encouraged  than  it  has  been 
since  it  was  first  organized.  Ballots  for 
the  voting  and  the  manner  in  which  it  will 
be  handled  and  supervised  will  be  decided 
probably  tomorrow  (July  12th)  as  soon  as 


(23)  Ibid. 

(24)  Ibid. 

(25)  Ibid. 

(26)  Ibid. 
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we  have  received  answers  from  the  other 
unions."27 

The  optimism  of  the  Board,  how- 
ever, was  not  reflected  by  at  least  two 
of  the  important  figures  on  the  workers' 
side.  Bridges  is  reported  to  have  said: 

"I  have  no  comment  to  make.  Nothing 
was  accomplished  as  far  as  I  could  see, 
and  we  stand  now  in  the  same  position  as 
before.  Why,  it  was  as  late  as  last  Friday 
night  the  men  reiterated  their  stand  against 
arbitration."28 

On  the  other  hand,  Lewis,  as  District 
President  of  the  Longshoremen,  stated 
that  he  was  in  favor  of  the  arbitration 
proposal  and  that  the  final  result  would 
be  determined  by  a  vote  of  the  majority 
of  all  the  membership  and  not  by  the 
action  of  individual  locals  of  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association. 

As  indicative  of  the  lack  of  unanimity 
among  the  various  striking  groups, 
however,  representatives  of  the  Seamen, 
and  of  the  Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots, 
indicated  that  while  their  group  might 
accept  the  proposal  for  arbitration  they 
would  not  consent  to  arbitration  of  the 
questions  of  union  recognition  or  con- 
trol of  hiring  halls.29 

The  tidal  wave  of  general  strike  sen- 
timent continued  to  pile  up  during  the 
entire  day  of  July  12th.  It  was  an- 
nounced that  all  retail  and  wholesale 
butchers  both  in  San  Francisco  and  in 
the  East  Bay  area,  comprising  Oakland, 
Alameda,  Berkeley  and  other  smaller 
communities,  would  go  on  strike  at  6 
P..  M.  July  I4th.3o  Butchers  employed 
in  slaughter  houses  left  their  places  at 
the  same  hour  as  the  teamsters  vote 
became  effective,  without  notification 
to  their  employers  and  without  taking 
a  strike  vote.31  Cleaners  and  dyers  em- 

(27)  Ibid. 

(28)  Ibid. 

(29)  Ibid. 

(30)  S.  F.  News,  July  12,  1934. 

(31)  Statement  of  Karsten  Schmitt,  secretary  of 
packing  companies  to  writer. 


ployed  in  wholesale  plants  went  out  in 
support  of  independent  demands  of 
their  own  and  also  in  sympathy  with 
the  striking  longshoremen.  Boiler- 
makers employed  in  sixty  shops  also 
left  their  places.32  A  strike  vote  was 
ordered  by  the  Chauffeurs'  Union  and 
the  Taxicab  Drivers'  Union.33  A  meet- 
ing was  called  to  consider  strike  ac- 
tion by  employees  of  the  Municipal 
Railway.34  Numerous  other  unions  also 
took  action,  leaving  in  the  hands  of 
the  Strike  Strategy  Committee,  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  they  would 
leave  their  employment.35 

Further  evidence  of  the  wide  diver- 
gency of  opinion  between  officials  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Union  was  con- 
tained in  two  communications  address- 
ed to  the  Longshoremen's  Board  by 
Wm.  J.  Lewis,  District  President,  and 
A.  H.  Peterson,  District  Secretary. 

In  the  letter  from  Lewis  he  stated 
that  the  members  of  the  District  Board 
would  recommend  to  the  entire  mem- 
bership the  referendum  vote  on  the 
question  "Are  you  willing  to  submit 
all  of  the  issues  in  dispute  between  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Associ- 
ation and  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  to  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board  for  Arbitration  and  agree  to  be 
bound  by  its  decision?"36  In  his  letter 
Lewis  also  expressed  the  opinion  that 
the  willingness  of  the  Union  to  submit 
this  question  to  arbitration  was  conclu- 
sive proof  that  final  responsibility  for 
the  decision  lay,  not  with  the  officers 
or  any  small  group  of  the  Union,  but 
with  the  membership.  Lewis  also  re- 
iterated his  verbal  statements  to  the 
effect  that  the  Union  was  willing  to 
have  the  Longshoremen's  Board  ap- 

(32)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  11,  1934. 

(33)  S.  F.  News,  July  11,  1934. 

(34)  Ibid. 

(35)  Ibid. 

(36)  See  Exhibit  "EBB". 
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point  an  impartial  observer  to  super- 
vise the  voting  which  was  to  be  held 
simultaneously  in  all  ports  on  the 
Pacific  Coast. 

Peterson,  on  the  other  hand,  indi- 
cated that  the  Union  had  already  ex- 
pressed a  willingness  to  arbitrate  the 
question  of  wages,  hours  and  working 
conditions  but  that  unlimited  arbitra- 
tion would  include  the  question  of  con- 
trol of  hiring  halls.  He  stated  that  if 
the  members  objected  to  the  arbitra- 
tion proposal  it  would  be  because  of 
the  fact  that  they  would  not  consent 
to  the  arbitration  of  this  question. 
Peterson  qualified,  and,  in  fact,  nega- 
tived Lewis'  statement,  however,  when 
he  said  in  his  communication: 

"Before  a  vote  of  longshoremen  is  begun 
several  details  must  be  settled.  The  most 
important  is  the  question  of  arbitration  of 
the  differences  of  the  Seamen.  The  em- 
ployers have  consented  to  collective  bar- 
gaining but  in  the  event  such  bargaining 
reaches  an  impasse  no  further  method  of 
settling  their  difficulties  has  been  provided. 

"The  longshoremen  will  take  no  vote 
until  assurance  has  been  received  from  the 
employers  that  they  will  consent  to  arbitra- 
tion of  the  difficulties  with  the  maritime 
groups  now  on  strike."37 

Picketing  of  the  most  drastic  char- 
acter was  undertaken  by  the  Teamsters' 
Union  as  soon  as  the  strike  became 
effective.  A  veritable  blockade  was  es- 
tablished across  the  southerly  limits  of 
the  city,  the  only  direction  from  which 
trucks  can  approach  San  Francisco  by 
land.  Trucks  attempting  to  use  the 
ferry  systems  were  stopped  in  outly- 
ing communities.  It  was  reported  that 
at  least  500  strikers  and  sympathizers 
were  turning  back  all  trucks  at  all  high- 
way entrances  at  the  southerly  city 
limits.  Trucks  operating  in  the  city 
for  companies  which  did  not  have  any 
contract  with  the  Teamsters'  Union 

(37)  See  Exhibit  "CCC". 

(38)  S.  F.  News,  July  12,  1934. 


and  whose  drivers  were  not  affiliated 
with  that  organization,  were  also  threat- 
ened, and  in  a  number  of  instances, 
the  trucks  were  overturned.  *8  All  truck- 
ing operations,  except  those  specifically 
permitted  by  the  Teamsters'  Union, 
were  under  a  ban.  A  few  requests  for 
permits  immediately  began  to  flow  into 
the  teamsters'  headquarters  but  on  the 
first  day  only  33  of  these  were  issued,39 
mostly  for  the  delivery  of  supplies  to 
hospitals. 

Motorists,  expecting  a  shortage  of 
gasoline,  lined  up  for  blocks  around 
service  stations  attempting  to  secure 
enough  gasoline  to  meet  their  emer- 
gency requirements.  While  it  was  stated 
that  normally  there  was  a  three-day 
supply  of  gasoline  at  all  stations  this 
supply  became  speedily  exhausted  on 
account  of  the  increased  demand.40 

Practically  no  reference  has  been 
made  in  the  last  two  chapters  to  the 
strike  situation  in  other  Pacific  Coast 
ports.  While  developments  of  some  im- 
portance were  taking  place  in  these 
other  harbor  communities  it  was  felt 
that  it  would  be  desirable  not  to  make 
any  extended  reference  to  them  here, 
first,  because  it  would  only  serve  to 
divert  attention  from  the  main  issues, 
and  secondly,  because  of  the  fact 
that  the  critical  situation  which  had 
developed  in  San  Francisco  and  the 
surrounding  communities  was  of  such 
importance  that  it  dwarfed  into  com- 
parative insignificance  occurrences  in 
all  other  communities  affected  by  the 
strike.  Similarly,  many  local  incidents 
which  were  of  a  more  or  less  general 
character  and  which  have  only  an  in- 
direct bearing  on  the  main  issues  have 
also  been  omitted  in  order  to  aid  in  at- 
tempting to  clarify  the  running  story 
of  the  developments  locally. 

(39)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  13.  1934. 

(40)  S.  F.  News,  July  12.  1934. 
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On  July  12,  officials  of  the  Pacific 
Gas  &  Electric  Company  placed  before 
Mayor  Angelo  J.  Rossi  a  statement  that 
a  series  of  anonymous  telephone  threats 
had  been  made  to  the  company  partic- 
ularly in  Oakland,  warning  that  all  of 
its  repair  cars  must  be  taken  off  the 
streets  by  10  A.  M.41  In  response  to 
this  Mayor  Rossi  advised  P.  M.  Down- 
ing, the  Vice-President  and  General 
Manager  of  the  Company,  that  the  ser- 
vice cars  of  the  Company  would  be 
afforded  every  possible  protection 
in  order  to  make  available  light,  power 
and  heat  for  the  community.  As  indi- 
cative of  the  fact  that  a  concerted  drive 
might  be  made  against  the  utility  com- 
pany in  an  effort  to  secure  sympathetic 
action  on  the  part  of  its  employees  it 
was  also  reported  to  the  Mayor  that 
numerous  calls  had  been  received  by 
hotels  and  other  semi-public  institu- 
tions of  this  character  purporting  to 
come  from  officials  of  the  utility,  an- 
nouncing that  electric  current  would 
be  shut  off  at  a  specified  time.42 

Michael  Casey  as  President  of  the 
Teamsters'  Union,  when  asked  as  to 
the  attitude  of  that  organization  toward 
the  utility  company's  trucks,  replied 
that  these  vehicles  would  not  be  mo- 
lested by  any  men  affiliated  with  the 
Teamsters'  Union.  In  spite  of  this, 
however,  orders  were  issued  by  the 
Company  to  the  drivers  of  vehicles  and 
repair  cars  that  they  were  immediately 
to  place  their  cars  in  the  company's 
garages  for  the  safety  of  the  employees 
in  case  any  violence  was  threatened.43 
During  the  period  of  the  general  strike 
these  service  cars  were  unable  to  op- 
erate. 

Surveys  of  the  supplies  of  foodstuffs 
available  in  the  Bay  area  and  other 
communities  disclosed  that  the  strike 


(41)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  12,  1934. 

(42)  S.  F.  News,  July  12,  1934. 

(43)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  12,  1934. 


was  practically  paralyzing  all  food 
movements  irrespective  of  their  char- 
acter within  an  area  of  at  least  100 
miles  of  San  Francisco.  This  survey 
was  made  by  P.  J.  Hansen,  the  secre- 
tary of  the  Wholesale  Produce  Deal- 
er's Association,  who  stated  that  all  far- 
mers, orchardists  and  others  within 
that  area  were  unable  to  move  supplies 
because  of  the  picket  lines  of  teamsters 
which  blocked  the  highways.44  It  was 
estimated  by  officials  of  the  Wholesale 
Produce  Dealers  Association  that  there 
was  a  limited  supply  of  food  on  hand 
and  that  in  all  probability  it  was  not 
sufficient  to  last  the  one  and  a  half 
million  inhabitants  of  the  Bay  area  for 
more  than  a  week.45  This  estimate  re- 
ferred exclusively  to  supplies  already 
in  the  hands  of  the  retailers  and  did  not 
take  into  account  cold  storage  stocks 
of  meat,  poultry  and  other  edibles 
which  at  the  time  could  not  be  moved 
on  account  of  the  teamsters'  strike.  It 
was  stated  at  the  same  time  that  there 
had  been  a  marked  increase  in  buying 
and  this  demand  had  seriously  depleted 
the  stocks  of  canned  goods  and  other 
staple  merchandise  on  merchants' 
shelves  with  the  result  that  they  were 
much  lower  than  normal. 

Complete  paralysis  of  the  petroleum 
industry  by  the  strike  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  was  evidenced  on  July  12  when 
all  oil  companies  regularly  delivering 
gasoline  and  other  petroleum  products 
in  the  Bay  area  by  truck  published  a 
notice46  in  the  name  of  the  Petroleum 
Emergency  Committee,  representing  15 
companies,  in  which  it  was  stated  that 
due  to  "existing  conditions  in  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  region  the  industry  finds 
it  impossible  to  conduct  its  business  in 
a  normal  manner."  It  was  also  stated 
that  arrangements  were  being  made 

(44)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  12,  1934. 

(45)  Ibid. 

(46)  See  Exhibit  "DDD". 
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for  deliveries  to  essential  establishments 
such  as  hospitals,  police  and  fire  de- 
partments. The  statement  emphasized 
the  fact  that  the  shortage  of  gasoline 
was  not  due  to  any  lack  of  available 
supplies  in  storage  plants  but  "solely 
to  the  difficulties  which  have  been  cre- 
ated concerning  deliveries.  The  oil 
companies  are  not  willing  to  ask  that 
their  truck  drivers  take  the  physical 
risks  involved,  or  to  take  responsibility 
for  the  fearful  consequences  to  citizens 
and  property  which  may  so  easily  come 
from  attacks  upon  trucks  carrying  gas- 
oline." At  the  same  time  it  was  an- 
nounced that  the  Petroleum  Emergency 
Committee  had  been  created  to  repre- 
sent the  affected  oil  companies  and  had 
planned  to  work  through  a  central  pro- 
ration  head  as  an  effective  means  of 
meeting  the  situation.  The  advertise- 
ment closed  with  a  statement  that  the 
oil  companies  were  in  no  way  respon- 
sible for  the  situation  and  that  there 
were  no  differences  between  them  and 
their  employees  which  might  have 
given  rise  to  the  strike. 

On  July  12  police  authorities  in  all 
Bay  cities  issued  an  order  to  all  sport- 
ing goods  stores  and  pawn  shops  re- 
quiring them  to  remove  from  their  win- 
dows all  fire  arms.47  It  was  stated  that 
this  order  was  issued  as  a  precautionary 
measure  in  order  to  prevent  the  possi- 
bility of  rioters  breaking  into  the  stores 
and  looting  the  windows. 

With  the  certainty  of  the  general 
strike  becoming  more  and  more  wide- 
spread in  the  community  the  Industrial 
Association  was  flooded  with  requests 
from  business  men  asking  its  advice  as 
to  the  course  which  should  be  followed 
in  view  of  their  inability  to  secure  de- 
liveries of  merchandise  and  the  possi- 
bility of  interference  with  their  busi- 


ness on  the  part  of  pickets.  The  Asso- 
ciation therefore  issued  a  statement 
reading  as  follows:48 

"Since  the  announcement  of  the  decision 
of  the  Teamsters'  Union  to  strike  in  sym- 
pathy with  the  longshoremen  and  the  mari- 
time crafts,  the  Association  has  been  flooded 
with  innumerable  telephonic  requests  and 
personal  calls  asking  for  advice  and  infor- 
mation relative  to  the  stand  which  business 
concerns  should  take  in  the  face  of  the 
present  emergency. 

"The  Industrial  Association  is  advising 
all  inquirers  that  it  believes  that  each  in- 
dividual concern  should,  for  the  next  few 
days,  at  least,  continue  its  operations  on 
as  nearly  a  normal  basis  as  possible." 

Some  interference  with  municipal  ac- 
tivities developed  as  soon  as  the  team- 
sters went  out  on  strike.  Building  oper- 
ations on  school  structures  which  were 
being  strengthened  in  order  to  meet 
the  new  State  building  requirements  as 
to  earthquake  hazard  were  interrupted 
as  the  result  of  the  strike  of  the  build- 
ing material  drivers.49  At  the  same 
time  all  street  cleaning  operations  in 
which  trucks  were  employed  were 
closed  down  because  of  the  fact  that  the 
drivers  of  these  trucks  were  members  of 
the  Teamsters'  Union.  Attacks  were  also 
made  by  some  strike  pickets  against 
the  scavengers  collecting  garbage.  These 
scavengers,  however,  operate  under 
contract  with  the  city,  are  not  mem- 
bers of  the  Teamsters'  Union  and  in- 
dividually own  their  rigs.  Advised  of 
the  attacks  which  were  made  against 
these  scavengers,  the  Mayor  and  Health 
Officer  announced  that  if  interference 
with  this  necessary  sanitary  service  con- 
tinued, extraordinary  powers  would  be 
invoked  and  the  garbage  would  be  re- 
moved by  the  Department  of  Health.50 

The  first  threat  of  a  complete  trans- 
portation tie-up  appeared  when  em- 
ployees of  both  the  municipal  and  pri- 


(47)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  13,  1934. 

(48)  Files  of  Industrial  Association. 


(49)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  14,  1934. 

(50)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  14,  1934. 
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vately  owned  street  railway  lines  placed 
their  cases  in  the  hands  of  the  Strike 
Strategy  Committee  and  stated  that  they 
would  go  out  if  a  general  strike  was 
called.51  When  advised  of  the  action 
of  the  Municipal  Street  Carmen's 
Union,  E.  G.  Cahill,  Manager  of  Util- 
ities, said: 

"The  Municipal  carmen  work  under  the 
finest  conditions  in  the  United  States.  They 
owe  these  conditions  to  the  citizens  of  San 
Francisco.  They  have  no  reason  to  strike. 
They  are  civil  service  employees  and  are 
of  a  different  character  from  other  carmen. 
I  don't  think  any  union  has  the  right  to 
ask  these  men  to  jeopardize  their  careers  by 
asking  them  to  go  out  on  a  sympathy 
strike.  I  hope  and  believe  they  will  recog- 
nize their  duty  to  the  city  and  stay  on  the 
job."52 

A  rather  amusing  aspect  of  the  strike 
situation  developed  when  it  became 
known  that  deliveries  of  parcel  post 
within  the  city  had  increased  to  a  point 
where  they  even  exceeded  normal  de- 
liveries at  Christmas.53  When  it  became 
known  that  the  United  States  post  of- 
fice trucks  were  at  liberty  to  move  on 
the  streets,  many  persons  unable  to 
secure  deliveries  of  comparatively  small 
quantities  of  merchandise  in  any  other 
way  resorted  to  the  parcel  post  to  assure 
these  goods  reaching  their  destination. 
In  addition  thousands  of  packages  of 
food  were  shipped  to  persons  within 
the  city  by  parcel  post  by  friends  and 
relatives  in  outside  communities  not 
affected  by  the  strike.  This  excessive 
use  of  the  parcel  post  continued  until 
the  culmination  of  the  general  strike. 

The  critical  meeting  of  representa- 
tives of  all  of  the  labor  unions  in  San 
Francisco  to  hear  the  report  and  recom- 
mendation of  the  Strike  Strategy  Com- 
mittee of  Seven  was  called  for  the 


(51)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  15,  1934. 

(52)  Ibid. 

(53)  S.  F.  News,  July  13,  1934. 

(54)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  14,  1934. 


afternoon  of  July  13th  at  the  Labor 
Council.54  By  this  time  a  number  of 
the  unions  in  the  community  had  either 
gone  out  on  strike,  as  already  indi- 
cated, or  in  the  case  of  the  majority, 
had  taken  a  vote  authorizing  their 
members  to  strike  should  the  Strategy 
Committee  issue  a  general  strike  call. 
While  this  Committee  had  the  power 
to  declare  for  a  general  walk-out,  it 
decided  to  refer  the  matter  to  the  gen- 
eral meeting  of  union  delegates.55 

When  Vandeleur,  who  was  to  pre- 
side at  the  meeting,  was  asked  what 
might  be  expected  he  broadly  hinted 
what  his  conclusions  were  when  he 
said: 

"Do  you  fellows  have  to  see  a  haystack 
in  the  air  before  you  can  see  which  way 
the  straws  are  flying  P"5^ 

Assuming  the  same  tone,  George  Kid- 
well,  another  member  of  the  Strategy 
Committee,  declared  his  belief  that  a 
general  strike  was  inevitable.  In  the 
East  Bay  area  William  A.  Spooner,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Labor  Council  and  also 
the  Secretary  of  the  Strike  Committee, 
said: 

"Nothing  can  stop  this  general  strike 
now.  Only  the  closed  shop  asked  for  by 
the  longshoremen,  for  we  realize  that  this 
controversy  is  one  that  affects  the  entire 
organized  labor  movement  and  the  principle 
it  stands  for.  Permits  will  be  issued  to 
trucks  which  supply  invalid  homes,  homes 
of  the  aged,  city  and  county  jails,  and  in- 
stitutions where  sickness  prevails.  All  others 
will  be  tied  up  until  further  instructions 
are  issued  by  the  committee  in  charge."57 

At  the  meeting  of  the  delegates  to 
the  Labor  Council  conservative  labor 
leaders  in  a  desperate  effort  to  post- 
pone a  general  strike  decision,  secured 
unanimous  consent  to  postpone  the 
final  vote  on  the  general  strike  pro- 

(55)  S.  F.  News,  July  13,  1934. 

(56)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  13,  1934. 

(57)  Oakland  Tribune,  July  13,  1934. 
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posal  until  10  A.  M.,  July  I4th.58  This 
decision  was  taken  in  the  hope  that 
the  National  Longshoremen's  Board, 
which  was  working  under  feverish 
pressure,  might  be  able  to  find  a  basis 
of  arbitration  satisfactory  to  both  the 
maritime  workers  and  the  employers.59 
Few  labor  leaders,  however,  believed 
that  the  postponement  of  the  final  de- 
cision would  change  the  ultimate  de- 
termination of  the  union  representative 
to  force  a  general  strike. 

Although  the  meeting  at  the  Labor 
Council  had  been  held  behind  closed 
and  locked  doors  and  the  press  was 
not  admitted  some  of  the  proceedings 
became  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
after  the  meeting  was  adjourned.  Thus 
it  was  reported  that  there  had  been  a 
terrific  struggle  not  only  within  the 
Strike  Strategy  Committee  which  had 
been  divided  in  its  recommendations 
but  also  among  the  general  meeting 
of  delegates.60  While  a  number  of  rep- 
resentatives at  the  meeting  spoke  vig- 
orously against  the  idea  of  a  general 
strike  the  proposal  was  supported  with 
even  greater  vigor  by  a  much  larger 
group.  Chief  among  the  speakers  in 
this  group  was  Bridges  who  addressed 
a  strong  plea  to  the  delegates  for  a 
general  strike.61  Other  representatives 
of  affiliated  unions  represented  among 
the  striking  marine  crafts  also  made 
similar  appeals  as  did  other  delegates 
from  the  Longshoremen's  Association. 
It  also  became  known  that  Bridges  had 
suffered  a  tactical  defeat  when  the  dele- 
gates refused  adoption  of  a  resolution 
introduced  by  him  censuring  Mayor 
Rossi  for  "criminal  indifference  to  the 
insane  fury  of  the  police  on  bloody 
Thursday."62  The  more  conservative 


(58)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  14,  1934. 

(59)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  14,  1934. 

(60)  Ibid. 

(61)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  14,  1934. 

(62)  S.  F.  News,  July  14,  1934. 


leadership  in  the  Council  urged  that 
Mayor  Rossi  be  given  a  fair  hearing 
and  the  motion  was  referred  to  the  Ex- 
ecutive Committee.  However,  the 
Council  did  urge  a  strong  and  general 
membership  drive  in  order  to  enlist 
non-union  workers  throughout  the 
community  in  case  a  general  strike  was 
called.63 

The  efforts  of  the  Board  to  reach  a 
settlement  were  thrown  into  a  new  and 
more  chaotic  condition  when  leaders 
of  the  maritime  unions  declared  they 
had  found  a  joker  in  the  letter  ad- 
dressed by  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  and  the  shipping  companies  to 
the  Longshoremen's  Board.64  It  was 
not  made  clear  what  this  joker  was  but 
it  was  generally  believed  to  relate  to 
the  point  raised  by  Peterson,  District 
Secretary,  who  in  his  letter  to  the  Board 
indicated  that  some  procedure  would 
have  to  be  worked  out  under  which 
the  demands  of  the  seamen  could  be 
satisfied  in  case  collective  bargaining 
with  their  employers,  should  fail  after 
an  election  had  been  held  to  determine 
representatives.65  In  answer  to  this 
charge  that  there  was  some  hidden 
significance  or  meaning  in  the  employ- 
ers' letter,  the  Board  issued  a  statement 
on  July  13th,  in  which  it  said: 

'To  clear  up  statements  which  have  been 
quoted  in  the  press,  the  Board  wishes  to 
state  that  the  employers'  letter  of  July  11 
was  received  by  the  Board  as  a  complete 
acceptance  of  the  suggestion  respecting  ar- 
bitration which  the  Board  made  on  July 
10. 

"After  further  conferences  with  represen- 
tatives of  the  unions,  we  have  communi- 
cated to  the  employers  such  comments  made 
by  the  employees  which  the  employers  are 
now  considering."66 


(63)  Ibid. 

(64)  S.  F.  News,  July  13,  1934. 

(65)  See  page  134  and  Exhibit  "CCC 

(66)  S.  F.  News,  July  13,  1934. 
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The  stand  of  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers' Union  was  made  clear  by  Mr. 
Plant  in  a  statement  which  was  issued 
on  the  same  day  in  which  it  was  said: 

"The  seamen  originally  demanded  rec- 
ognition of  their  several  unions  in  collec- 
tive bargaining.  The  shipowners  have 
taken  the  position  that  several  different 
unions  represent  the  seafaring  men  and 
there  is  apparently  no  representative  for 
all  of  them.  Among  them  are  the  Interna- 
tional Seamen's  Union  and  the  Marine 
Workers'  Industrial  Union. 

"The  seamen  demanded  collective  bar- 
gaining. The  President's  Board  asked  the 
shipowners  if  they  would  agree  to  collec- 
tive bargaining  and  if  the  owners  would 
leave  it  up  to  the  Board  to-  select  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  seamen  for  collective 
bargaining. 

"In  their  letter  to  the  Board  on  July  11, 
in  which  we  agreed  to  unrestricted  arbi- 
tration of  longshoremen's  controversies,  the 
shipowners  agreed  to  leave  the  matter  of 
selection  of  seafaring  representatives  en- 
tirely to  the  Board.  The  employers  did  not 
refuse  to  arbitrate  the  seamen's  difficulties. 

"Obviously  we  cannot  agree  to  arbitrate 
any  controversy  when  we  have  received  no 
concerted  demands.  Before  any  concerted 
program  can  be  offered,  there  must  be  rep- 
resentatives to  present  it.  The  Board  has 
not  asked  the  shipowners  to  arbitrate  the 
seamen's  controversy,  and  until  such  time 
as  it  does  we  can  give  no  answer  to  such 
a  request."6? 

In  an  effort  to  temper  the  minds  of 
the  workers  to  a  more  reasonable  out- 
look and  with  a  view  to  urging  the 
citizens  of  the  community  to  maintain 
a  calm  position  in  the  face  of  the 
emergency,  Archbishop  Hanna,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Board,  appealed  to  workers  and  cit- 
izens throughout  the  Pacific  Coast  area 
in  a  radio  address  which  he  delivered 
on  the  evening  of  June  13.  Among 
other  things  the  Archbishop  in  the 
course  of  his  address  said.68 

"I  desire  to  make  an  earnest  appeal  to 
all  parties  concerned  to  let  reason  rule  and 

(67)  Ibid. 

(68)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  14,  1934. 


to  exhaust  every  effort  possible  to  reach  a 
peaceful  and  just  decision. 

"The  President  of  the  United  States  has 
put  in  the  hands  and  in  the  power  of  this 
Board  the  machinery  for  orderly  and  fair 
negotiations  leading  to  arbitration  and  to 
a  settlement  of  this  dispute  in  a  manner 
that  is  thoroughly  American.  The  Presi- 
dent's Board  is  hopeful  to  find  a  settle- 
ment in  accordance  with  the  established 
principles  of  social  and  of  industrial 
justice." 

After  outlining  in  some  detail  the 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  each  party 
in  an  industrial  controversy,  together 
with  a  strong  approval  of  the  principle 
of  collective  bargaining,  the  Archbishop 
said: 

"It  is  therefore  pregnant  to  remark  that 
in  seeking  adjustment  neither  the  employ- 
ers nor  their  workmen  have  been  suffi- 
ciently mindful  of  the  rights  of  the  people 
as  a  whole." 

And  a  moment  later  he  said: 

"I  believe  that  the  employers  and  the 
workers  ought  to  agree  to  submit  all  points 
at  issue  to  the  Arbitration  Board." 

In  spite  of  these  pleas  on  the  part 
of  the  Archbishop,  and  in  spite  of  the 
efforts  of  the  Board  to  find  a  satis- 
factory solution,  the  number  of  work- 
ers affected  by  the  general  strike  at- 
mosphere continued  to  increase.  The 
various  unions  affiliated  in  the  Culinary 
Council,  with  a  membership  of  some 
6,000  in  all,  announced  that  at  mid- 
night of  July  15th  they  would  walk 
out  irrespective  of  the  vote  taken  by 
the  labor  union  delegates  in  regard  to 
a  general  strike.6^  This  strike  order 
was  directed  against  all  unionized 
establishments  and  all  union  em- 
ployees of  hotels,  restaurants,  cafe- 
terias and  similar  places.  By  the  morn- 
ing of  July  15  the  ranks  of  the  strik- 
ing unions  had  been  substantially 
swollen  by  more  than  a  thousand  taxi- 
cab  drivers  who  ceased  work  at  5  A.  M. 

(69)  S.  F.  News,  July  14,  1934. 
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on  that  day.  Practically  a  dozen  unions 
in  addition  to  the  longshoremen  and 
maritime  workers  were  now  on  strike. 

The  embargo  placed  on  the  Bay  area 
by  the  Teamsters'  Union  was  intensi- 
fied as  the  crowds  of  pickets  at  each 
important  highway  entrance  success- 
fully blocked  the  movement  of  trucks 
into  the  district.  Commercial  traffic  of 
all  sorts,  with  the  exception  of  raw 
milk  moving  by  tank  trucks  and  a  few 
other  commodities,  fell  under  the 
pickets'  embargo  ban. 

During  the  course  of  the  day  on  July 
13th  Mayor  Rossi  called  together  the 
heads  of  the  various  departments  of 
the  municipality,  the  members  of  the 
Board  of  Freeholders  who  had  drafted 
the  charter  approved  by  the  voters  in 
1932,  as  well  as  the  City's  legal  ad- 
visers, and  discussed  with  this  group 
the  powers  vested  in  him  by  the  char- 
ter to  declare  a  state  of  emergency  and 
to  invoke  certain  plenary  powers  vested 
in  the  Mayor  under  this  emergency  pro- 
vision.70 Following  the  meeting  Mayor 
Rossi  announced  that  he  would  invoke 
the  full  emergency  powers  granted  to 
him  by  the  charter  in  the  event  of  a 
general  strike,  in  order  to  prevent  riot- 
ing, violence  and  the  destruction  of 
property  and  to  make  certain  that  the 
necessities  of  life  were  made  available 
to  the  citizens  of  the  community.71 

Following  the  conference  discussed 
above  with  the  City's  representatives 
and  the  members  of  the  Board  of  Free- 
holders, Mayor  Rossi  issued  a  statement 
in  which  he  said: 

"Since  the  inception  of  the  Longshore- 
men's strike  I  have  made  every  effort  con- 
sistent with  my  duty  and  fairness  to  both 
sides  of  the  controversy  to  adjust  the  ex- 
isting differences  between  the  interested 
parties.  I  regret  to  have  to  state  that  my 
efforts  have  not  been  successful  and  at 

(70)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  14,  1934. 

(71)  Ibid. 


this  moment  we  are  faced  with  the  proba- 
bility of  a  general  strike. 

"As  Mayor  of  San  Francisco,  and,  there- 
fore, to  a  large  extent  responsible  for  the 
welfare  of  all  the  people  of  the  City,  I 
deplore  the  conditions  which  will  result, 
and,  therefore,  I  appeal  to  organized  labor 
and  to  its  responsible  officials,  as  well  as 
to  employers,  to  use  every  effort  to  avert 
a  general  strike.  But  should  this  strike 
become  a  reality,  I  must  insist: 

"First,  that  law  and  order  shall  prevail. 

"Second,  that  those  desiring  to  furnish 
the  people  of  San  Francisco  with  the  ne- 
cessities of  life  must  be  permitted  to  do 
so  without  hindrance. 

"Third,  that  the  municipal  government 
must  continue  to-  function. 

"Fourth,  that  riots  and  violence  will  not 
be  tolerated,  not  only  on  account  of  the 
danger  to  the  lives  of  our  citizens,  but 
also  because  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia make  this  city  responsible  for  dam- 
age to  private  property  sustained  by  reason 
thereof. 

"Section  25  of  the  Charter  places  at  my 
disposal  unlimited  power  in  cases  of  emer- 
gency such  as  this.  I  pledge  the  use  of 
all  the  power  given  to  me  by  the  Charter 
of  San  Francisco,  as  well  as  by  the  laws 
of  California,  to  the  end  that  law  and 
order  shall  prevail;  that  the  service  of 
food,  clothing,  light,  heat  and  water  will 
continue  without  interruption;  and  that  the 
lives  of  our  citizens  and  their  property 
will  be  fully  protected. 

"The  general  public  must  and  shall  be 
served. 

"I  again  appeal  to  the  interested  parties 
to  permit  the  President's  Arbitration  Board 
to  settle  the  controversies  which  beset 
them."72 

On  the  same  day  Governor  Merriam 
issued  a  statement  in  which  he  indi- 
cated that  unless  strikers  permitted  the 
free  and  uninterrupted  transportation 
of  necessary  food  and  medical  supplies 
to  San  Francisco  and  other  Bay  area 
communities,  martial  law  would  be  in- 
voked or  rather  extended  throughout 
the  city.73 

(72)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  14,  1934. 

(73)  Ibid. 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA,  1934 


141 


Two  statements  were  issued  by  the 
Strike  Strategy  Committee  of  Seven  on 
the  morning  of  the  day  on  which  the 
final  vote  on  the  question  of  the  gen- 
eral strike  was  to  be  taken.  The  first 
of  these  contained  a  copy  of  the  report 
of  the  Committee  to  the  meeting  of 
the  Labor  Council  held  the  previous 
day.  Two  paragraphs  of  this  report  are 
of  interest  and  significance.  They  are: 

"As  a  result  of  our  negotiations,  and  at 
the  request  of  the  President's  Longshore- 
men's Board,  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  has  agreed  to  submit  all  matters  at 
issue  in  the  present  difficulty  to  arbitra- 
tion and  abide  by  the  decision  of  the 
Board. 

"The  unions  involved  have  now  under 
consideration  a  proposal  submitting  to  a 
referendum  vote  of  their  membership  the 
questions  of  all  matters  at  issue  to  arbi- 
tration by  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board."74 

The  report  then  went  on  to  cite  that 
paragraph  of  the  constitution  of  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor  denying 
to  central  labor  unions  or  other  central 
bodies  the  right  to  take  a  strike  vote 
affecting  the  member  unions.  The  re- 
port closed  with  the  recommendation 
that  "in  view  of  the  necessity  of  all 
unions  adopting  and  maintaining  a 
unified  policy  in  this  great  emergency, 
that  this  meeting  create  a  representative 
strike  committee  of  the  unions  involved 
for  the  purpose  of  directing  and  co- 
ordinating their  activities." 

The  more  important  of  the  two 
statements  adopted  a  very  much  more 
militant  attitude  than  that  contained 
in  the  report  of  the  Strike  Srategy  Com- 
mittee. It  said: 

"The  general  strike  committee,  composed 
of  five  delegates  from  each  local  labor 
union  will  meet  this  morning  at  10  o'clock 
in  the  Labor  Temple,  to  formulate  a  policy 
for  the  solution  of  the  present  crisis.  Each 


(74)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  14,  1934. 

(75)  Ibid. 


delegate  will  be  required  to  come  prepared 
with  credentials  showing  his  right  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  meeting.  The  authority  of 
each  delegate  will  depend  entirely  upon  in- 
structions given  by  the  union  which  he 
represents. 

"The  Strike  Strategy  Committee  of  the 
San  Francisco  Labor  Council  will  continue 
to  function  in  its  present  capacity  and 
will  renew  its  efforts  to-  restore  peace  and 
order  along  the  waterfront.  There  have 
been  no  differences  among  the  members 
of  the  Board.  On  the  contrary  the  Board 
has  functioned  without  a  suggestion  of  a 
disagreement.  "7  5 

It  was  not  in  the  actual  statement 
of  the  Strike  Committee  itself,  how- 
ever, that  the  threat  was  found,  but 
rather  in  an  interpretation  thereof  for- 
mally released  to  the  press  by  Edward 
H.  Vandeleur  its  Chairman.  In  this 
comment  on  the  statement  of  the  Com- 
mittee, Vandeleur  said  : 

"The  Strike  Strategy  Committee  feels 
that  the  general  strike  can  still  be  averted 
if  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  will 
grant  to  the  Longshoremen's  Union  the 
right  to  conduct  its  own  union  headquar- 
ters in  the  same  manner  in  which  other 
unions  are  conducted,  and  if  the  ship- 
owners will  agree  to  submit  to  the  Presi- 
dent's Board  all  questions  in  dispute  for 
arbitration.  If  they  refuse  this  the  respon- 
sibility for  a  general  strike  will  rest  on 
their  shoulders. "76 

Casey,  however,  as  the  oldest  of  the 
labor  leaders  of  San  Francisco,  con- 
tinued to  lift  his  voice  in  protest 
against  the  general  strike.  In  an  inter- 
view accorded  to  the  press  on  July 
14th  he  said: 

"I  hope  sound,  conservative  judgment 
will  prevail.  I  have  hopes  that  labor  will 
not  jeopardize  its  present  strong  position 
in  San  Francisco  by  taking  such  drastic 
action.  Let  sound,  conservative  judgment 
prevail  in  determining  what  the  future  of 
the  labor  movement  in  San  Francisco  shall 
be.  I  speak  from  experience.  I  know  what 
I  am  talking  about."77 


(76)  Ibid. 

(77)  S.  F.  News,  July  14,  1934. 


142 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


On  the  morning  of  the  day  on  which 
the  general  strike  vote  was  to  be  taken 
it  was  announced  that  the  longshore- 
men would  consider  the  crucial  ques- 
tion of  arbitration  at  a  general  meeting 
of  the  union  to  be  held  that  evening.78 
In  announcing  the  meeting  Bridges 
stated  that  in  all  probability  the  men 
would  vote  to  reject  a  proposal  for 
arbitration  and  would  probably  even 
refuse  to  vote  on  the  suggestion  of  the 
Board.  On  the  other  hand,  Lewis  con- 
tinued to  make  an  appeal  for  a  fair 
referendum.  He  deplored  the  fact  that 
the  employers,  while  agreeing  to  sub- 
mit all  questions  to  aribtration  had 
"maneuvered  themselves  into  a  strategic 
position."  Lewis  further  said  that  in 
his  opinion  the  Board  "seems  to  be 
preeminently  fair."  He  laid  especial 
emphasis  on  the  desirability  of  taking 
a  referendum  in  order  that  it  could  not 
be  charged  that  a  small  group  of 
radicals  dominated  the  Union.7' 

Violence  throughout  the  Bay  area 
increased  perceptibly  and  at  times 
alarmingly  during  the  two  days  pre- 
ceding the  decision  to  call  the  unions 
out  on  a  general  strike.  Persons  in  all 
walks  of  life  engaged  in  a  variety  of 
pursuits,  became  the  victims  of  the 
strikers'  reign  of  terror.  These  activ- 
ities were  not  confined  to  the  incor- 
porated areas  of  the  larger  cities  but 
extended  as  well  into  the  country  dis- 
tricts where  efforts  of  farmers  to  move 
produce  to  communities  unaffected  by 
the  strike  were  interfered  with  and  in 
many  instances  completely  blocked.80 
Trucks  were  turned  over  in  the  high- 
ways and  in  increasing  numbers  in  San 
Francisco  and  Oakland.  Some  of  them 
were  set  on  fire  and  completely  de- 
stroyed. Restaurants  were  invaded  and 


(78)  Ibid. 

(79)  Ibid. 

(80)  Ibid. 

(81)  Ibid. 


ordered  to  close  and  many  private 
homes  were  entered  by  roving  pickets 
and  the  occupants  threatened.81 

One  hundred  fifteen  of  the  one 
hundred  twenty  unions  represented  in 
the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  were 
present  at  the  momentous  meeting 
called  to  determine  what  action  should 
be  taken  in  connection  with  the  general 
strike  proposal.  Each  of  these  unions 
was  represented  by  five  delegates.  Vot- 
ing was  by  delegations  rather  than  del- 
egates. One  vote  was  cast  by  each 
union  irrespective  of  its  size.82 

The  first  test  of  strength  as  between 
conservative  and  radical  groups  came 
in  connection  with  the  election  of  a 
vice-president  of  the  meeting.  The  two 
candidates  were  Bridges,  representing 
the  left-wing  group,  and  C.  W.  Deal, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Ferry  Boatmen's 
Union  affiliated  with  the  International 
Seamen's  Union.  Bridges  was  decis- 
ively defeated.8*  While  this  action 
might  have  been  interpreted  to  mean 
that  Bridges  was  not  to  be  included 
among  the  Executive  Committee  ap- 
pointed to  handle  the  problems  of  the 
labor  group,  he  was  later  made  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Committee  by  Chairman 
Vandeleur.  It  is  more  probable  that 
the  vote  against  Bridges  was  a  protest 
by  union  officialdom  against  his  radical 
views. 

Following  this  action  a  committee 
on  credentials  was  appointed  to  ascer- 
tain whether  or  not  the  delegates  pres- 
ent were  the  duly  authorized  represen- 
tatives of  unions  affiliated  with  the 
American  Federation  of  Labor.84  One, 
presumably  the  Marine  Workers'  In- 
dustrial Union,  was  found  to  have  sent 
a  delegation  without  authorization  and 
this  delegation  was  ejected  from  the 

(82)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  15,  1934. 

(83)  Ibid. 

(84)  Ibid. 
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hall.  While  these  two  victories  for  the 
conservative  group  seemed  to  give  some 
indication  that  no  radical  action  would 
be  taken  this  impression  was  immedi- 
ately dissipated  as  soon  as  the  voting 
on  the  fundamental  issues  involved 
began. 

The  first  motion  presented  was  that 
action  on  the  question  of  a  general 
strike  again  be  deferred  until  July  16th. 
This  motion  was  defeated  by  acclama- 
tion.85 An  effort  was  made  to  amend 
this  motion  in  favor  of  an  immediate 
strike  and  a  second  motion  was  intro- 
duced calling  for  a  strike  commencing 
at  8  A.  M.  on  July  16th.  Both  of  these 
motions  were  voted  down,86  when  it 
was  pointed  out  by  conservative  lead- 
ers that  on  account  of  the  wording  of 
the  constitution  of  the  American  Fed- 
eration of  Labor  such  an  action  would 
be  a  technical  violation  of  these  con- 
stitutional provisions  and  would  make 
the  unions  resorting  to  such  tactics 
liable  to  discipline  and  possible  re- 
vocation of  charters  by  the  parent  body. 

After  prolonged  wrangling  and 
amidst  scenes  of  wildest  confusion87 
a  resolution  was  introduced  which  it 
was  believed  would  meet  all  the  re- 
quirements of  the  American  Federation 
and  at  the  same  time  would  effectively 
act  to  call  a  general  strike.  This  mo- 
tion read: 

"This  convention  requests  all  unions 
which  have  voted  in  favor  of  a  general 
strike  to  walk  out  Monday  at  8  A.  M.  and 
also  requests  all  those  unions  which  have 
not  voted  to  hold  meetings  immediately 
and  take  action."88 

When  this  motion  was  put  to  a  vote 
it  received  the  affirmative  votes  of  63 
delegations,  and  the  negative  votes  of 
3  while  49  delegations  stated  that  be- 

(85)  Ibid. 

(86)  Ibid. 

(87)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  15,  1934. 


cause  of  failure  on  the  part  of  their 
organizations  to  take  definite  action 
they  were  not  authorized  to  vote.8?  The 
49  unions  not  voting  could  be  placed 
in  two  general  categories.  First  were 
those  unions  which  had  taken  no  action 
whatever,  and  second,  those  unions 
which  had  voted  to  follow  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Strike  Strategy  Com- 
mittee. While  those  unions  in  the  first 
category  were  not  bound  by  any  action 
taken  by  the  majority,  nevertheless 
arrangements  were  immediately  made 
following  the  general  meeting  to  call 
special  meetings  of  these  organizations 
in  order  to  vote  on  the  question  of  go- 
ing out  with  the  majority.^ 

As  the  situation  actually  developed, 
when  the  deadline  of  8  A.  M.,  July 
16th  arrived,  practically  every  union 
with  the  exception  of  those  that  were 
expressly  directed  not  to  strike,  chiefly 
Bakery  Wagon  Drivers  and  Milk 
Wagon  Drivers,  were  found  following 
the  action  of  the  majority. 

Announcement  was  also  made  at  the 
meeting  that  regular  deliveries  of  all 
commodities  would  be  made  to  the 
families  of  strikers  and  that  as  far  as 
possible  those  who  had  gone  out  on 
strike  would  not  be  permitted  to  suffer 
any  inconveniences  that  could  possibly 
be  avoided.  No  reference  whatever,  was 
made  to  the  balance  of  the  community. 

Following  the  meeting  a  formal 
statement  was  issued  by  the  Labor 
Council  repeating  in  substance  the 
wording  of  the  resolution  approved  at 
the  meeting  and  stating  that  the  Team- 
sters' Union,  the  Laundry  Drivers 
Union  and  the  Bookbinders'  Union 
had  voted  in  the  negative  and  announc- 
ing the  names  of  the  committee  of 
twenty-five. 


(88)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  15,  1934. 
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It  was  independently  stated  that  the 
teamsters,  who  were  already  on  strike 
had  voted  in  the  negative  for  the  gen- 
eral strike  in  order  to  protect  them- 
selves from  possible  disciplinary  action 
by  their  International. 

On  the  evening  of  July  14th  the 
National  Longshoremen's  Board  issued 
an  extended  statement  in  which  it  de- 
clared that  unless  there  was  intelli- 
gent cooperation  of  the  parties  to  the 
dispute  and  a  speedy  termination,  the 
Board  would  make  an  independent 
investigation  and  report  to  the  Presi- 
dent through  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
making  recommendations  and  placing 
responsibility  for  the  situation  where 
the  Board  felt  that  it  belonged. 

While  it  was  apparent  that  this  state- 
ment as  a  whole  attempted  to  preserve 
a  balanced  and  impartial  position  in  its 


outline  of  the  stand  taken  by  the  sev- 
eral employer  and  employee  groups,  it 
appeared  to  most  observers  who  studied 
it,  that  the  Board  felt  that  the  primary 
responsibility  for  failure  to  effect  a  set- 
tlement, particularly  in  view  of  the 
unqualified  offer  of  arbitration  made 
by  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
and  the  acceptance  on  the  part  of  the 
steamship  companies  of  the  principle  of 
collective  bargaining  and  their  agree- 
ment to  meet  with  the  duly  authorized 
representatives  of  the  seafaring  crafts, 
could  be  placed  on  the  union  groups 
due  to  the  unyielding  and  inflexible 
insistence  of  the  leaders  on  advance 
acceptance  of  certain  conditions  that 
had  been  laid  down.  The  entire  state- 
ment of  the  Board  is  produced  as  an 
exhibit.*1 


(91)  See  Exhibit  "EEE". 
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ALTHOUGH  the  general  strike  was 
not  to  become  effective  until  the 
morning  of  July  16th,  San  Fran- 
cisco appeared  to  be  a  deserted  com- 
munity as  its  citizens  awoke  on  Sun- 
day, July  15th.  Most  street  cars  had 
stopped  running  at  2  A.  M.  of  that 
morning,  taxicabs  had  disappeared  on 
the  previous  day,  pedestrians  were  few 
as  they  were  apparently  fearful  as  to 
how  they  might  be  received  by  strikers 
and  pickets  and  automobilists  were 
conserving  their  gasoline  supplies. 

On  the  previous  evening,  Mayor 
Rossi  had  delivered  a  radio  address  in 
which  he  made  an  impassioned  plea  to 
the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  to  pre- 
serve order  and  at  the  same  time  gave 
a  warning  that  he  would  use  all  of  the 
executive  powers  vested  in  him  by  the 
charter  of  the  City  in  order  to  cope 
with  the  emergency  the  community 
faced.  The  entire  address  is  included 
as  an  exhibit.1  The  Mayor  opened  his 
address  with  this  paragraph: 

"In  saying  to  ycm  that  all  of  us  tonight 
face  a  situation  of  great  seriousness  and 
difficulty,  I  wish  also  to  remind  you  that 
San  Francisco  before  now  has  come  trium- 
phantly through  great  disasters,  and  it  is 
my  sincere  belief  we  will  emerge  from  the 
present  calamity  at  no  distant  date." 

The  Mayor  then  sketched  the  impor- 
tant developments  preceding  the  call- 
ing of  the  general  strike  and  after  this 
proceeded  to  make  an  appeal  to  the 
thousands  of  trade  unionists  in  the 
community.  He  pointed  out  that  the 
union  members  as  a  whole  had  no 
grievances,  that  existing  contracts  be- 
tween employers  and  unions  might 


(1)   See  Exhibit  FFF. 


easily  be  jeopardized  by  the  general 
strike.  He  commented  favorably  upon 
the  record  of  organized  labor  over  a 
period  of  years  in  San  Francisco  and 
closed  this  portion  of  his  address  by 
saying:  "I  wish  to  say  that  the  labor 
movement  as  such  is  not  threatened, 
and  has  not  been  threatened  during  the 
past  months." 

He  charged  that  the  difficulties  in 
which  the  City  found  itself  had  been 
created  largely  by  the  efforts  of  those 
who  "seek  to  prolong  our  troubles 
rather  than  to  end  them."  He  then 
sketched  the  events  preceding  and  fol- 
lowing the  agreement  of  June  16th,2 
signed  in  his  office  and  to  which  he  as 
Mayor  of  the  City  was  one  of  the  sig- 
natory parties.  He  then  announced  his 
intention  of  carrying  out  the  duties  im- 
posed upon  him  under  the  charter 
without  compromise.  The  first  of  these 
duties  he  outlined  as  the  preservation 
of  law  and  order.  In  this  connection, 
he  said: 

"I  shall  take  such  steps  as  I  find  neces- 
sary to  maintain  peace  and  protect  property 
in  this  city  and  to  draw  upon  the  great 
resources  that  are  at  my  command  to  what- 
ever extent  may  be  required." 

The  second  obligation  which  the  city 
government  had  placed  upon  it  was  to 
protect  those  desiring  to  supply  the 
community  with  the  necessities  of  life 
and  to  permit  them  to  do  so  without 
hindrance.  As  a  third  obligation,  the 
Mayor  stated  that  the  municipal  gov- 
ernment must  continue  to  function; 
and  he  gave  as  a  fourth  obligation  that 
the  Mayor  as  chief  executive  must 
work  with  the  citizens  of  the  com- 
munity in  every  possible  way  to  meet 

(2)   See  page  68  et  seq. 
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the  menace  of  the  general  strike  situa- 
tion. The  Mayor  closed  his  address 
as  follows: 

"Equally  I  am  determined  that  as  to 
those  in  this  city  who  wilfully  seek  to  pro- 
long strife,  either  for  their  own  selfish  ends 
or  for  the  disturbance  or  overthrow  of  this 
government,  and  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States — all  of  the  forces  at  my  com- 
mand and  all  others  that  may  be  required 
will  be  brought  to  bear  to  prevent  their 
carrying  out  their  plans." 

Immediately  following  his  radio 
broadcast,  the  Mayor  issued  a  procla- 
mation declaring  a  state  of  emergency 
to  exist.  The  practical  effect  of  the 
proclamation  was  to  suspend  all  pro- 
visions of  the  charter  and  thus  permit 
him  as  the  City's  chief  executive  to 
meet  the  strike  situation  without  regard 
to  required  legal  formalities  and  pro- 
cedure under  the  city's  basic  law.  The 
proclamation  read: 

"By  reason  of  differences  between  the 
maritime  workers  of  the  Port  of  San  Fran- 
cisco and  their  employers,  a  general  strike 
has  been  declared  in  San  Francisco.  Irre- 
spective of  the  merits  which  may  exist  on 
either  side  of  the  general  controversy,  I 
feel  that  we  are  confronted  by  the  most 
serious  situation  which  has  beset  us  since 
the  disaster  of  1906. 

"I  therefore,  proclaim  to  all  the  people 
of  San  Francisco,  irrespective  of  party,  or 
industrial  affiliation,  that  an  emergency  ex- 
ists in  our  city  within  the  meaning  of  Sec- 
tion 25  of  the  charter  and  that  by  reason 
thereof  I  will  avail  myself  of  all  the  pro- 
visions of  that  section,  and  of  the  laws  of 
our  state  to  the  end  that  the  results  of  this 
industrial  conflict  may  fall  as  lightly  as 
possible  upon  all  of  our  people. 

"We  must  realize  that  our  government 
is  bigger  and  greater  than  any  organization 
or  association  which  may  be  one  of  its 
component  parts. 

"It  cannot  fail — it  must  carry  on. 

"I  call  upon  fellow  citizens  to  preserve 
the  peace.  And  let  no  overt  act  by  either 
side  bring  disgrace  upon  this  city.  Our 
people  must  be  fed  and  clothed;  they  must 
be  afforded  the  opportunity  of  obtaining 

(3)   S.  F.  Examiner,  July  15,  1934. 


those  things  which  are  necessary  for  their 
health  and  comfort. 

"Acts  of  violence  will  not  be  tolernted, 
and  I  hereby  call  on  all  to  prevent  such 
acts.  The  lives  and  the  property  of  our 
citizens  must  be  protected.  It  is  my  sworn 
duty,  and  a  duty  which  I  will  perform  to 
the  utmost,  to  exert  every  power  at  my 
command  to  see  that  no  injury  comes  to 
our  people  or  to  their  property. 

"The  Chief  of  Police  has  called  on  me 
for  more  men  and  equipment  necessary  to 
handle  the  situation.  Both  will  be  supplied 
to  the  full  limits  at  my  command.  I  call 
on  every  official  of  the  city — executive, 
legislative  and  administrative — to  stand  by, 
ready  to  render  such  service  in  this  emer- 
gency as  I  may  require.  In  this  emer- 
gency I  appeal  to  my  fellow  citizens  for 
their  aid. 

"Let  there  be  no  hysterical  action,  but 
let  all  realize  that  faith,  hope  and  confi- 
dence will  bring  speedy  return  of  industrial 
peace.  "3 

At  the  same  time  the  Mayors  of  the 
six  largest  communities  in  the  East 
Bay  area  issued  a  joint  proclamation  in 
which  they  urged  that  the  principal 
problem  facing  the  citizens  of  the  East 
Bay  was  the  distribution  of  food.4  They 
announced  that  central  food  commit- 
tees were  being  organized  in  each  city 
and  in  each  principal  district;  that 
smaller  food  committees  would  act  in 
each  block  or  neighborhood  unit.  They 
then  urged  the  citizens  to  be  prepared 
to  act  on  such  committees;  announced 
that  they  were  not  concerned  with  the 
details  of  any  labor  dispute;  laid  em- 
phasis on  the  fact  that  because  of  the 
shortage  of  gasoline,  private  automo- 
biles should  be  kept  out  of  use,  except 
in  case  of  necessity;  urged  the  pooling 
of  automobile  resources  for  the  deliv- 
ery of  food  and  milk  to  citizens;  and 
closed  with  a  note  requesting  the  com- 
munities to  remain  calm  and  to  coop- 
erate as  soon  as  plans  were  announced 
as  to  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in 
each  district. 

(4)   Oakland  Tribune,  July  15,   1934. 
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Because  of  the  embargo  placed  by 
the  Teamsters'  Union  on  the  entry  of 
food  products  tc  all  of  the  affected 
cities,  Governor  Merriam,  on  July  14th, 
took  steps  to  insure  that  trucks  carrying 
necessities  would  be  permitted  to  pro- 
ceed to  the  Bay  area  under  escort  of 
the  California  Highway  Patrol.  At  the 
same  time,  the  Governor  announced5 
that  similar  convoys  would  be  afforded 
trucks  carrying  fruit  from  orchards  to 
canneries.  The  Governor  discussed  this 
problem  of  convoys  with  the  Chief  of 
the  Highway  Patrol  who  immediately 
sent  instructions  to  all  highway  officers 
to  stand  by,  awaiting  orders  as  to  how 
they  should  cooperate  with  local  au- 
thorities in  providing  adequate  con- 
voys for  trucks  carrying  food  prod- 
ucts.6 In  this  connection  the  Governor 
said: 

"I  am  going  to  undertake  to  secure  the 
admission  to  San  Francisco  of  milk,  fresh 
vegetables,  fruit  and  in  fact  all  the  neces- 
sary foods  if  there  is  interference  with 
deliveries  there.  I  don't  believe  any  group 
of  men,  no  matter  how  just  their  cause,  is 
justified  in  depriving  women  and  children 
of  the  necessities  of  existence,  which  if 
continued  might  result  in  epidemic. 

"I  am  placing  at  the  disposal  of  each 
sheriff  of  his  county  the  State  Highway 
Patrol.  I  am  determined  nothing  shall  in- 
terfere with  the  movement  of  food  sup- 
plies." 

In  connection  with  these  proposals 
to  transport  food  products  by  convoy, 
Clarence  S.  Merrill,  Chief  of  the  State 
Bureau  of  Identification,  broadcast  a 
message  to  all  authorities  over  the  state 
teletype  that  radical  strikers  and  Com- 
munists were  preparing  to  throw  kero- 
sene bombs  on  trucks  carrying  food.7  In 
this  broadcast,  Morrill  said  that  these 
bombs  would  be  made  by  removing 
the  tips  from  electric  light  bulbs,  fill- 


ing the  bulbs  with  kerosene  and  then 
throwing  these  into  produce  trucks  in 
order  to  spray  the  products  with  kero- 
sene. In  sharp  conflict  with  these 
threats  of  possible  destruction  of  food 
products  was  a  statement  issued  by  a 
spokesman  of  the  special  committee  of 
twenty- five  appointed  by  the  Labor 
Council  to  conduct  the  general  strike, 
to  the  effect  that  the  families  of  strik- 
ers would  be  provided  with  all  the  ne- 
cessities of  life,  including  gasoline  and 
that  the  Strike  Committee  had  formu- 
lated among  its  first  plans  a  method  of 
distributing  these  necessities  to  the  de- 
pendents of  union  members  on  strike.8 
At  the  same  time  it  was  stated  that 
necessaries  of  life  would  also  be  de- 
livered to  union  headquarters,  soup 
kitchens  and  other  points  to  be  estab- 
lished throughout  the  city.  The  same 
authority  announced  that  these  distri- 
bution points  would  be  in  charge  of 
precinct  captains  under  the  supervision 
of  the  General  Strike  Committee.8-1 

On  July  14th  and  15th,  Roger 
Lapham,  President  of  the  American- 
Hawaiian  Steamship  Company  and  one 
of  the  leaders  among  the  employers 
held  two  prolonged  telephone  conver- 
sations with  Secretary  of  Labor  Per- 
kins, attempting  to  place  before  her  the 
facts  of  the  strike  as  viewed  by  the  em- 
ployers.9 Mr.  Lapham  laid  particular 
emphasis  upon  the  radical  influence 
which  had  been  exerted  in  order  to 
bring  to  a  fruition  the  general  strike 
movement.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  on 
her  part  indicated  that  she  doubted 
seriously  whether  radical  influences 
were  as  important  as  indicated  by  Mr. 
Lapham  and,  in  fact,  minimized  all 
statements  by  him  in  regard  to  com- 
munistic influences  in  San  Francisco. 


(5)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  15.  1934. 

(6)  Ibid. 

(7)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  15,  1934. 


(8)  Ibid. 

(8-a)   But  see  page  156. 

(9)  Statement  of  Mr.  Lapham  to  writer. 
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Miss  Perkins  characterized  the  attitude 
of  both  employers  and  workers  as  that 
of  two  small  boys  who  were  quarreling. 
She  suggested,  however,  that  if  Mr. 
Lapham  could  indicate  to  her  any  way 
in  which  she  might  be  helpful  she 
would  be  very  glad  to  receive  such  sug- 
gestions. 

On  the  following  day  Mr.  Lapham 
telegraphed  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
four  specific  suggestions  which  he 
felt  might  be  helpful  in  meeting  the 
general  strike  situation.10  These  were, 
first,  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  take 
prompt  action  under  the  federal  stat- 
utes relating  to  deportation  of  aliens 
engaged  in  subversive  activities  and 
secure  their  deportation;  second,  that 
the  Attorney  General  exercise  the  pow- 
ers vested  in  him  under  the  Sherman 
and  Clayton  Acts  and  bring  suit  in 
equity  against  various  striking  unions 
in  San  Francisco  which  under  the  gen- 
eral strike  order  were  conspiring  to 
restrain  trade  and  commerce  between 
the  several  states  and  foreign  countries. 
Mr.  Lapham  stated  that  he  understood 
that  such  a  suit  would  put  an  im- 
mediate end  to  all  threats,  intimidation 
and  violence  which  were  being  re- 
sorted to  to  prevent  transportation  of 
goods  in  interstate  commence.  The 
third  suggestion  was  that  a  shipping 
code,  incorporating  the  labor  provi- 
sions of  the  code  already  presented  to 
President  Roosevelt  for  approval  some 
time  before,  should  be  approved  im- 
mediately on  the  ground  that  it  con- 
tained provisions  for  effective  collective 
bargaining,  settlement  of  disputes  and 
minimum  wage  scales.  The  fourth  sug- 
gestion was  that  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board  immediately  proceed 
to  hold  elections  on  the  general  ques- 
tion of  permitting  the  Board  to  arbi- 

(10)   See  Exhibit  "GGG". 


trate  the  longshoremen's  dispute,  and 
also  to  determine  representatives  of 
sea-going  personnel  to  bargain  col- 
lectively with  shipping  companies  and 
that  if  the  longshoremen  refused  to 
submit  the  question  of  arbitration  to 
a  vote  that  the  National  Longshore- 
men's Board  make  a  report  on  findings 
of  fact,  especially  with  reference  to  the 
agreement  of  June  16th. 

On  the  eve  of  the  general  strike, 
Mayor  Rossi  issued11  a  second  procla- 
mation in  which  he  assured  the  com- 
munity that  steps  would  be  taken  to 
conserve  and  deliver  food  supplies.  He 
also  announced  that  the  emergency  ne- 
cessitated the  enlargement  of  the  exist- 
ing functions  of  the  city.  He  called 
upon  all  citizens  to  cooperate  with  mili- 
tary, police  and  civic  authorities,  urged 
the  citizens  to  communicate  with  him 
as  to  specific  forms  of  cooperation 
which  might  be  worked  out,  thanked 
the  community  for  the  response  to  his 
radio  address,  and  announced  that  he 
was  going  to  appoint  such  committees 
as  were  necessary  to  meet  the  emer- 
gency. The  proclamation  closed  with 
this  paragraph: 

"The  present  issue  being  clearly  de- 
fined, I  ask  support  only  from  those  com- 
pletely committed  in  their  hearts  to  the 
American  form  of  government,  it  being  my 
intention  that  those  who  seek  the  destruc- 
tion of  this  government  shall  find  no  com- 
fort in  this  community." 

At  the  same  time  Theo.  J.  Roche, 
President  of  the  Police  Commission  of 
the  city,  issued  an  appeal12  to  the  citi- 
zens to  maintain  orderly  and  lawful 
processes  of  government  and  to  coop- 
erate with  the  Police  Department  in 
the  preservation  of  peace  in  the  com- 
munity. 

One  of  the  most  interesting  and 
important  aspects  of  the  general  strike 


(11)   S.  F.  Examiner,  July  16,  1934  and  see  Exhibit  HHH. 


(12)   Ibid. 
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and  its  spectacular  collapse  was  the 
part  played  by  the  press  in  mobiliz- 
ing public  opinion  against  its  contin- 
uation. Strong  editorials  had  appeared 
in  the  newspapers  for  several  days  pre- 
ceding the  general  strike,  but  the  actual 
organization  of  an  aggressive  and  con- 
tinuing campaign  designed  to  bring  the 
strike  to  a  speedy  termination  can  really 
be  said  to  date  from  July  16th,  the  date 
it  commenced.  On  that  morning  the 
San  Francisco  Examiner,  for  example, 
carried  an  extended  dispatch  from  Lon- 
don outlining  the  experience  of  Great 
Britain  with  the  general  strike  of  1926. 
It  was  announced  that  Mr.  Hearst  had 
been  in  long  distance  communication 
from  London,  where  he  happened  to 
be  at  the  moment,  with  his  representa- 
tives in  San  Francisco,  and  that  after 
discussing  the  situation  with  them  he 
had  ordered  the  dispatch  prepared.  As 
indicative  of  the  tone  adopted  by  the 
entire  press,  the  head  used  in  the 
Examiner  story  and  also  the  lead  are 
of  interest.  The  first  bank  of  a  three- 
column  head  read: 

"General   Strike    in    England 

Crushed  When  Government 

Took  Control  of  Situation" 

Below  this  a  one-column  head  read: 

"Movement  Collapsed 

Under  Weight  of 

Public  Opinion" 

The  lead  of  the  general  strike  story 
under  a  London  date  line  was  as  fol- 
lows: 

"The  impending  general  strike  in  San 
Francisco  and  the  Bay  region  threatening 
to  tie  up  all  the  large  cities  on  the  Coast, 
today  recalled  to  Americans  in  Great  Bri- 
tain measures  taken  by  the  public  at  the 
time  of  the  great  strike  here  in  1926.  The 
strike  movement  collapsed  because  of  the 
weight  of  public  opinion." 

It  was  announced  on  the  same  day 
that  convoys  of  food  products  had 

(13)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  16,  1934. 

(14)  Ibid. 


started  for  San  Francisco  on  the  previ- 
ous evening  under  protection  of  state 
highway  police.13  The  Police  Depart- 
ment announced  that  one  hundred  spe- 
cial officers  had  been  sworn  in  and  that 
four  hundred  more  would  be  appointed 
as  rapidly  as  candidates  could  be  in- 
vestigated.14 

Threats  of  closing  down  the  light 
and  power  supply  of  the  city  were  re- 
moved when  the  International  Brother- 
hood of  Electrical  Workers,  Local  151, 
voted  unanimously  not  to  go  out  on 
strike.15  While  many  of  the  men  in 
this  local  were  employed  by  the  city 
and  a  comparatively  few  by  the  power 
company,  it  was  felt  nevertheless  that 
had  adverse  action  been  taken  by  this 
Union,  it  might  have  seriously  dis- 
turbed the  relationship  of  other  em- 
ployees with  the  power  concern.  The 
action  of  the  Union  was  reported  to 
have  been  taken  "in  appreciation  of 
the  sympathy  of  the  public  of  San 
Francisco  on  behalf  of  the  strikers  of 
the  city." 

Rumors  spread  that  it  was  likely  that 
the  area  controlled  by  the  National 
Guard  would  be  expanded  and  that 
most  of  the  business  area  of  the  city 
would  be  taken  over.16  Later  reports, 
however,  indicated  that  no  such  action 
would  be  taken  unless  a  specific  request 
for  the  extension  of  the  lines  came  to 
the  state  government  from  the  munici- 
pal authorities. 

During  the  period  that  the  Long- 
shoremen's Board  was  preparing  a  bal- 
lot and  plans  for  a  vote  under  its  arbi- 
tration plan,  word  came  to  it  from  the 
executive  committee  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco local  of  the  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation that  that  organization,  by  stand- 
ing vote,  taken  on  the  evening  of  July 
14th,  had  unanimously  refused  to  bal- 
ds) Ibid. 
(16)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  16,  1934. 
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lot  on  the  question  of  submitting  to 
arbitration  the  questions  of  the  hiring 
halls  and  the  closed  shop.17 

In  order  to  meet  the  variety  of  prob- 
lems raised  by  the  strike  Mayor  Rossi 
announced  that  he  would  appoint  a 
committee  of  five  hundred  San  Fran- 
cisco citizens  to  which  would  be  re- 
ferred all  important  questions  relating 
to  organization  of  the  community  to 
meet  problems  as  they  arose.18  On 
the  following  day,  Mayor  Rossi  an- 
nounced the  personnel  of  the  Execu- 
tive Committee  of  his  main  committee 
and  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Florence 
M.  McAuliffe,  well  known  attorney  in 
the  community,  as  its  chairman. J? 

Meanwhile  the  Strike  Committee  of 
twenty-five  representing  the  organized 
workers  of  San  Francisco,  made  several 
announcements  which  were  of  signifi- 
cance. It  was  stated  on  behalf  of  the 
Committee  that  it  would  permit  the 
opening  of  nineteen  union  restaurants 
scattered  at  various  strategic  locations 
in  the  city  and  that  deliveries  to  these 
restaurants  would  also  be  permited  by 
the  Strike  Committee.20  The  total  seat- 
ing capacity  of  the  nineteen  establish- 
ments was  reported  to  be  slightly  in 
excess  of  three  thousand  chairs.  The 
Strike  Committee  also  indicated  that 
plans  were  being  prepared  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  food  depots  under  the 
control  of  the  unions  and  that  deliv- 
eries would  shortly  be  undertaken  to 
these  depots.21  Announcement  was  also 
made  by  the  Strike  Committee  that  it 
was  organizing  a  special  labor  police 
force  to  patrol  the  streets  and  main- 
tain order  and  discipline  among  strik- 
ers.22 The  Committee  also  stated  that 
an  intensive  compaign  would  be  under- 
taken during  the  course  of  the  general 

(17)  Ibid. 

(18)  Ibid. 

(19)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  17,  1934. 

(20)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  16,  1934. 

(21)  Ibid. 


strike  to  recruit  the  tens  of  thousands 
of  non-union  workers  in  the  commun- 
ity and  attempt  to  secure  their  affilia- 
tions with  the  respective  craft  organiza- 
tions claiming  jurisdiction  over  them.23 
One  of  the  most  serious  problems 
which  faced  the  Strike  Committee  from 
the  standpoint  of  maintaining  public 
sympathy  was  that  of  transportation.  As 
already  indicated,  the  employees  of  the 
Market  Street  Railway,  a  privately  oper- 
ated utility,  had  struck  as  of  2  A.  M. 
on  July  15th.  The  municipal  street  car 
system,  operating  considerably  less 
mileage  but  tapping  many  important 
residential  districts,  was  also  com- 
pletely tied  up  on  the  morning  of  July 
16th  when  the  organized  employees  of 
the  city  system  refused  to  take  out  any 
cars.24  It  was  claimed  by  the  platform 
men  of  the  Municipal  Railway  that 
their  decision  not  to  operate  the  city 
cars  was  due  to  intimidation  and  the 
fear  of  violence  on  the  part  of  other 
union  men  on  strike.25  The  problem  of 
the  municipal  street  car  men  hinged 
around  their  civil  service  status  and  the 
generous  pension  privileges  which  they 
enjoyed  under  the  city  charter.  Edward 
H.  Vandeleur,  the  President  of  the 
Labor  Council  and  Chairman  of  the 
Strike  Committee,  was  also  President 
of  the  Local  of  the  Municipal  Railway 
employees.  Vandeleur  made  repeated 
efforts  to  keep  the  cars  in  the  barn  dur- 
ing the  day  of  July  16th26  and  appar- 
ently hoped  by  raising  the  plea  of  in- 
timidation and  possible  violence  to  pro- 
tect the  civil  service  rating  and  status 
of  the  men.  The  situation  was  further 
complicated  by  the  fact  that  no  actual 
strike  vote  was  taken  by  the  Union, 
but,  according  to  the  members  they  had 
merely  attended  a  meeting  and  decided 

(22)  Ibid. 

(23)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  16,  1934. 

(24)  S.  F.  News,  July  16,  1934. 

(25)  Ibid. 

(26)  Ibid. 
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at  the  meeting  not  to  report  for  duty.27 
Early  on  the  morning  of  July  16th, 
in  order  to  discuss  the  situation,  a  meet- 
ing of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
of  the  city,  under  whose  jurisdiction 
the  Municipal  Railway  operates,  was 
held  at  the  home  of  one  of  its  mem- 
bers who  was  ill.  Edward  G.  Cahill, 
Manager  of  Public  Utilities,  also  at- 
tended the  meeting.28  After  deliberat- 
ing for  some  two  hours  over  problems 
raised  by  the  stoppage  of  the  munici- 
pal cars,  the  Commission  announced 
that  service  would  have  to  be  resumed 
immediately  and  instructed  Mr.  Cahill 
to  dismiss  or  discharge  all  employees 
who  refused  to  report  for  work.  The 
resolution  as  adopted  by  the  commis- 
sion read  as  follows: 

"RESOLVED,  that  the  Manager  of  Pub- 
lic Utilities  is  hereby  directed  to  proceed 
at  once  with  the  operation  of  the  Munici- 
pal Railway  of  San  Francisco  and  upon 
failure  of  any  employee  to  perform  the 
duties  of  his  position  to  at  once  invoke 
the  charter  provision  providing  for  his  sus- 
pension and  dismissal."2? 

Late  in  the  afternoon  of  July  16th, 
partial  service  was  restored  on  some  of 
the  lines  of  the  Municipal  Railway  and 
full  service  was  restored  on  the  morn- 
ing of  July  17th.30  This  was  done  with 
the  consent  of  the  Strike  Committee 
and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  practically  on 
its  order.  The  Committee  yielded  to  the 
insistence  of  the  Utilities  Commission 
that  the  men  either  return  to  work  or 
forfeit  their  civil  service  status.  In  this 
connection,  the  Strike  Committee 
passed  a  resolution  reading  as  follows: 

"It  is  the  sense  of  the  General  Strike 
Committee  that  we  thank  the  Municipal 
Railway  employees  for  their  sympathy  and 
assistance  in  this  strike,  and  ask  them  at 
once  to  return  to  the  service  of  the  City 


(27)  Ibid. 

(28)  Ibid. 

(29)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  16,  1934. 

(30)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  17,  1934. 


of  San  Francisco  of  which  we  are  all  a 
loyal  part;  and  it  is  also  the  sense  of  the 
Committee  that  we  deplore  any  acts  of 
violence  by  any  citizen  upon  this  municipal 
property  of  which  we  are  all  a  part."31 

President  Vandeleur  of  the  Union  said 
that  the  resolution  was  equivalent  to 
an  order  for  the  immediate  resumption 
of  Municipal  Railway  service.32 

This  situation  in  regard  to  the  stop- 
page and  restoration  of  the  service  on 
the  city  owned  lines  has  been  gone  into 
at  some  length  because  it  constituted 
one  of  the  most  important  single  events 
in  the  course  of  the  general  strike.  The 
apparent  unwillingness  of  the  Strike 
Committee  to  forfeit  the  civil  service 
standing  and  pensions  of  more  than  a 
thousand  trade  unionists,  employees  of 
the  Municipal  Railway,  together  with 
an  apparent  growing  appreciation  on 
the  part  of  the  Committee  that  the  pub- 
lic was  definitely  aligned  against  the 
strikers,  combined  to  cause  it,  before 
the  general  strike  was  twelve  hours  old, 
to  begin  to  diminish  the  initial  effective 
pressure  which  the  strike  was  putting 
on  the  commmunity.  But  one  more 
phase  of  the  municipal  street  car  situa- 
tion need  be  touched  on.  Before  the 
Strike  Committee  finally  adopted  its  re- 
turn to  work  resolution,  a  request  was 
made  on  the  Public  Utilties  Commis- 
sion that  it  consent  to  having  a  placard 
placed  on  all  the  municipal  cars  read- 
ing, "This  car  operated  with  permis- 
sion of  Strike  Committee."  The  Pub- 
lic Utilities  Commission  refused  to 
consider  any  such  proposal33  and  fol- 
lowing this  refusal  the  General  Strike 
Committee  issued  its  order  to  resume 
operations. 

On  the  evening  before  the  general 
strike  began,  a  statement  was  issued  by 


(31)  Ibid. 

(32)  Ibid. 

(33)  bid. 
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Vandeleur  outlining  the  point  of  view 
and  attitude  of  the  San  Francisco  labor 
movement  toward  the  strike.  In  this 
statement,  Vandeleur  said: 34 

"The  action  ordering  a  general  strike  in 
San  Francisco  was  taken  by  accredited  rep- 
resentatives of  fifty  thousand  working  men, 
who,  with  their  families  have  always  con- 
stituted the  most  solid  elements  in  this 
city.  These  men  are  builders,  mechanics  and 
craftsmen  whose  reputation  in  the  com- 
munity as  honest,  law  abiding  citizens  no 
one  can  challenge. 

"The  stand  that  they  took  was  brought 
about  by  loyalty  to  their  principles  as 
working  men.  San  Francisco  has  always 
been  proud  of  these  men  and  of  their 
achievements  and  they  will  act  in  the  same 
spirit  which  has  gained  them  the  respect  of 
the  community. 

"The  labor  movement  in  San  Francisco, 
now  in  its  forty-eighth  year,  has  contrib- 
uted generously  to  the  progress  and  fame 
of  this  city.  It  is  composed  today,  as  it 
always  has  been,  of  fine  upstanding  men 
who  have  made  a  valiant  stand  for  the 
high  standards  of  working  men  and  they 
are  now  prepared  to  make  further  sacri- 
fices to  preserve  these  standards. 

"In  deciding  to  call  a  general  strike,  these 
men  acted  gravely,  knowing  that  the  wel- 
fare of  their  wives  and  children  hung  in 
the  balance.  The  action  was  thrust  upon 
them  by  the  shipowners  of  San  Francisco, 
who,  by  their  refusal  to  concede  two  rea- 
sonable demands  made  upon  them  by  their 
employees,  brought  about  this  state  of  af- 
fairs. In  the  light  of  their  attitude  or- 
ganized labor  in  San  Francisco  had  no 
alternative  but  to  support  the  ideals  that 
they  have  built  up  thro-ugh  years  of  hard 
and  intelligent  work. 

"We  regret  the  report  that  the  Industrial 
Association  has  aggravated  conditions  by 
ordering  750  trucks  with  armed  guards  be 
placed  in  service  Monday,  July  16,  for  the 
purpose  of  moving  freight  from  the  ware- 
houses and  docks.  It  is  also  a  reported 
plan  of  the  association  to  spread  panic  and 
terror  through  the  city  by  calling  on  the 
Governor  to  declare  martial  law  to  protect 
their  activities.  It  has  been  the  earnest  hope 


of  organized   labor  that  law  and  order  be 
maintained." 

It  might  be  remarked,  parentheti- 
cally, that  the  Industrial  Association 
never  had  as  many  as  forty  trucks  en- 
gaged in  the  transportation  of  mer- 
chandise,35 or  otherwise,  and  never  em- 
ployed any  armed  guards. 

The  problems  of  the  commuters  to 
San  Francisco  from  the  East  Bay  area 
were  materially  increased  when  it  was 
announced  on  the  morning  the  general 
strike  commenced  that  street  car  men  in 
the  Alameda  County  area  had  voted 
to  follow  the  example  of  their  brother 
unionists  in  San  Francisco  and  that  all 
street  car  traffic  would  halt  at  8  A.  M 
on  July  17th.36  This  was  the  same  time 
as  that  set  by  the  Alameda  County 
Labor  Council  for  a  general  East  Bay 
strike. 

Evidently  alarmed  by  newspaper  re- 
ports to  the  effect  that  the  General 
Strike  Committee  of  twenty-five  had 
worked  out  plans  for  the  distribution 
of  food  to  members  of  families  the 
heads  of  which  were  on  strike  but  had 
not  made  any  plans  for  feeding  other 
members  of  the  community,  President 
Vandeleur  and  Secretary  Kidwell  of 
the  Strike  Committee  protested  vigor- 
ously to  one  paper  charging  that  the 
reports  issued  by  it  were  without  foun- 
dation and  that  every  effort  would  be 
made  to  provide  food  for  all  citizens 
of  the  community  without  discrimina- 
tion.37 The  same  men  issued  a  state- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  Committee  ob- 
jecting to  calling  the  movement  a  gen- 
eral strike  on  the  grounds  that  labor 
had  no  intention  of  attempting  to 
"cripple  essential  services,  to  paralyze 
distribution  or  production,  or  to  over- 
throw the  government."  It  was  assert- 


(34)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  16,  1934. 

(35)  Records  of  Atlas  Trucking  Company. 


(36)  S.  F.  News,  July  16,  1934. 

(37)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  16,  1934. 
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ed  by  them  that  the  concerted  union 
walk-out  had  been  taken  as  a  protest 
against  an  anti-labor  crusade  and  was 
purely  a  defensive  movement.38 

All  the  principal  department  stores 
in  San  Francisco  after  considering  the 
situation  decided  to  stay  open.  This 
was  rather  a  gesture  than  a  movement 
which  had  any  practical  significance 
but  was  decided  on  at  a  meeting  of 
all  department  store  owners  and  mana- 
gers held  on  the  morning  of  July 
1 6th.  39  On  the  other  hand  retail  stores 
in  most  of  the  secondary  business  areas 
decided  to  close.  On  the  few  that  at- 
tempted to  stay  open  a  speedy  call  was 
made  by  a  committee  of  pickets  and 
the  proprietors  were  advised  to  shut 
their  establishments  unless  they  desired 
some  serious  reprisals  to  take  place.40 

The  first  and  only  instance  of  food 
rioting  occurred  on  the  morning  of  the 
commencement  of  the  strike.41  This, 
it  was  later  disclosed,  was  not  due  to 
fear  of  a  shortage  of  food  on  the  part 
of  the  rioters  but  was  rather  a  vindic- 
tive action  taken  against  the  store  in 
question  because  there  was  a  rumor 
current  that  the  proprietors  had  at- 
tempted to  profiteer  on  the  strike  situa- 
tion. 

The  members  of  the  National  Guard 
in  the  city  were  materially  increased 
on  the  morning  of  July  16th  when 
some  3,000  additional  Guardsmen, 
making  approximately  6,000  in  all, 
arrived  in  San  Francisco  by  truck  and 
train.42  Most  of  these  new  arrivals  had 
been  brought  to  San  Francisco  from 
the  summer  training  camp  which  was 
being  held  at  San  Luis  Obispo,  some 
two  hundred  and  fifty  miles  away. 
Simultaneously  with  the  arrival  of  ad- 
ditional troops  the  lines  of  the  military 

(38)  S.  F.  News,  July  16,  1934. 

(39)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  16,  1934. 

(40)  Ibid. 

(41)  S.  F.  News,  July  16,  1934. 


were  somewhat  extended  and  a  cordon 
of  soldiers  was  thrown  around  the 
wholesale  produce  area  in  order  to  per- 
mit free  entrance  and  egress  to  this 
district  without  interference.43 

It  was  disclosed  during  the  day  that 
Mayor  Rossi  had  made  a  request  on 
Governor  Merriam  for  additional 
troops44  and  that  the  knowledge  that 
this  request  was  about  to  be  made  had 
been  responsible  for  the  latest  arrival 
of  troops  in  San  Francisco  mentioned 
above.  Mayor  Rossi's  request  to  the 
Governor  was  as  follows: 

"Due  to  the  general  strike  declared  in 
San  Francisco,  the  movement  of  merchan- 
dise and  food  products  has  practically 
ceased  and  transportation  facilities  dimin- 
ished. Today  practically  no  transportation 
facilities  exist  for  the  accommodation  of 
the  people  of  San  Francisco.  Most  eating 
houses  and  food  stores  furnishing  food 
supplies  have  closed,  and  the  large  ma- 
jority of  business  institutions  in  San  Fran- 
cisco are  unable  to  operate.  Because  of  this 
situation  the  commercial  life  of  San  Fran- 
cisco is  in  large  measure  paralyzed. 

"Conditions  such  as  these  have  a  ten- 
dency to  and  frequently  breed  tumult,  riot, 
law  infractions  and  disorder.  Thus  far  the 
police  authorities  of  San  Francisco,  with 
the  assistance  of  the  state  militia,  detailed 
for  service  on  the  Embarcadero,  have  been 
able  to  maintain  law  and  order.  But  be- 
cause of  the  situation  above  described  I 
am  advised  by  the  Chief  of  Police  that  it 
is  feared  they  will  be  unable  longer  to 
compel  obedience  to  the  law. 

"The  inability  of  the  constituted  authori- 
ties to  cope  with  the  situation  will  prob- 
ably be  emphasized  when  the  normal  busi- 
ness life  of  San  Francisco  is  attempted  to 
be  resumed.  Resumption  will  be  essential 
if  the  people  are  to  be  supplied  with  the 
necessities  of  life  and  accorded  the  right 
and  opportunity  of  pursuing  their  legiti- 
mate vocations.  I  am  convinced  that  the 
situation  above  described  is  largely  due  to 
the  efforts  and  activities  of  Communists 
who  have  no  regard  for  our  American 

(42)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  16,  1934. 

(43)  Ibid. 

(44)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  16,  1934. 
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form  of  government  and  are  desirous  of 
breaking  down  and  destroying  law  ob- 
servance. 

"To  prevent  lawlessness  and  disorder 
and  give  adequate  protection  to  the  lives 
and  property  of  the  citizens  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, as  Mayor  of  San  Francisco,  I  am 
requesting  you  to-  send  into  our  city  such 
additional  units  of  the  California  National 
Guard  as  may  be  essential  for  that  pur- 
pose." 

In  spite  of  the  union  regulations 
under  which  permits  were  to  be  issued 
for  only  19  restaurants  there  were 
scattered  food  establishments  open 
throughout  the  downtown  area  of  San 
Francisco45  and  while  these  places 
could  get  no  deliveries  of  food  products 
they  continued  to  remain  open  until 
their  food  supplies  were  exhausted. 
All  downtown  hotels  reported  they 
would  remain  open  but  that  meals 
would  only  be  served  to  regular  guests 
and  that  no  outsiders  whatever  could 
be  provided  for.46 

Because  of  the  larger  problems  in- 
volved in  the  general  strike  situation, 
the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
was  obviously  unable  to  continue  with 
its  efforts  to  find  a  formula  under 
which  a  settlement  of  the  initial  strikes 
could  be  effected.  On  July  16th,  how- 
ever, the  Board  issued  a  statement  out- 
lining its  position,  and  giving  the  atti- 
tude of  its  members  in  regard  to  the 
general  strike  situation.  This  statement 
of  the  Board  follows: 

"This  Board  was  created  to  afford  a 
means  of  peaceful  settlement  of  the  labor 
controversy  that  is  disturbing  the  Pacific 
Coast.  Our  services  have  been  and  will 
continue  to  be  available  to  the  parties  to- 
that  end. 

"The  law  recognizes  the  right  of  em- 
ployees to  strike  or  engage  in  other  con- 
certed activities.  But  all  activities  must  be 
peaceful  activities. 

(45)  S.  F.  News,  July  16,  1934. 

(46)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  16,  1934. 

(47)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin.  July  16,  1934. 

(48)  S.  F.  News,  July  16,  1934. 


"No  one  has  any  right  to  do  any  un- 
lawful act. 

"The  right  of  the  public  to  peace  and 
safety  is  paramount. 

"This  Board  has  no  police  power. 

"The  responsibility  for  maintaining  law 
and  order  rests  upon  the  state  governments 
and  we  are  confident  that  they  will  have 
the  support  of  the  people  in  promptly  and 
sternly  suppressing  violence  and  dis- 
order."4? 

Two  national  figures  arrived  on  the 
Pacific  Coast  during  the  first  few  days 
of  the  strike  difficulty.  On  July  16th 
General  Hugh  S.  Johnson,  N.  R.  A. 
Administrator,  arrived  in  San  Francisco 
by  air  from  the  Northwest.48  General 
Johnson's  presence  in  San  Francisco  at 
this  time  was  largely  fortuitous  as  he 
had  planned  for  months  past  to  come 
to  the  Pacific  Coast  and  particularly  to 
Berkeley  in  order  to  receive  from  the 
University  of  California,  from  which 
he  had  taken  his  law  degree,  a  Phi 
Beta  Kappa  key.  Senator  Robert  F. 
Wagner  of  New  York  left  that  city 
by  air  on  July  16th  bound  for  Port- 
land.4? This  hasty  and  unexpected  trip 
of  Senator  Wagner's  was  taken  at  the 
express  request  of  the  President.50  The 
destination  of  Senator  Wagner  was  set 
at  Portland,  evidently  in  the  belief  that 
by  his  presence  there  he  might  be  able 
to  avert  the  development  of  a  general 
strike  in  the  northern  city.51 

On  the  evening  of  July  16th  Gov- 
ernor Merriam  of  California  delivered 
a  radio  broadcast  relative  to  the  strike 
situation  which  was  heard  on  a  Pacific 
Coast  hook-up.52  The  Governor's  ad- 
dress was  delivered  directly  from  the 
State  Capitol  in  Sacramento.  The  Gov- 
ernor opened  his  address  by  saying: 

"Critical  and  far-reaching  developments 
caused  by  the  general  strike  of  workers  in 
and  around  San  Francisco  are  of  such  gen- 

(49)  Ibid. 

(50)  Ibid. 

(51)  Ibid. 

(52)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  17,  1934. 
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eral  public  importance  as  to  prompt  a  brief 
statement  on  the  situation  from  me." 

Governor  Merriam  then  urged  the 
necessity  for  public  calm  under  all  con- 
ditions. He  then  went  on  to  say, 

"I  propose  no  hasty,  no  unjust,  no  un- 
necessary action,  but  under  the  authority 
vested  in  the  Governor,  I  shall  act  with 
the  utmost  vigor  and  decision. 

"A  general  strike  such  as  that  now  ex- 
isting in  this  state  is  far  more  than  a  dis- 
pute between  a  group  of  employers  and  a 
group  of  workers;  it  represents  an  effort 
by  one  group  to  accomplish  its  purposes 
at  the  expense  of  the  people  themselves. 

"This,  of  course,  the  people  cannot  en- 
dure; for,  regardless  of  sympathy  for  the 
interest  of  either  one  side  or  the  other  in 
any  dispute  involving  the  rights  of  em- 
ployer and  employee,  the  public  interest 
is  first  and  must  prevail." 

After  discussing  the  hardships  which 
were  imposed  on  the  general  popula- 
tion Governor  Merriam  said, 

"More,  by  its  very  nature,  the  general 
strike  challenges  the  authority  and  ability 
of  government  to  maintain  itself,  to  pro- 
tect the  persons  and  the  rights  of  citizens, 
to  fulfill  each  and  all  functions  necessary 
for  the  maintenance  of  law  and  order." 

Belief  on  the  part  of  the  State's 
Chief  Executive  that  the  San  Francisco 
difficulties  had  been  fomented  by  rad- 
ical agitators  was  evidenced  when  he 
said, 

"Let  me  say  here,  and  with  such  em- 
phasis as  I  have  at  my  command,  that  I 
do  not  regard  the  general  strike  in  this 
state  as  a  true  reflection  of  the  attitude 
of  the  workers  themselves  or  of  their  reg- 
ular leadership.  From  the  inception  of  the 
strike  of  longshoremen  through  many 
weeks  of  fruitless  effort  to  reach  a  settle- 
ment fair  to  all,  the  fact  has  been  evident 
— increasingly  evident — that  destructive  and 
subversive  influences  have  been  working 
against  agreement  on  any  basis  whatso- 
ever." 

After  paying  a  tribute  to  the  indus- 
triousness  and  responsiveness  to  fair 
play  of  the  American  worker,  and  after 


expressing  his  approval  of  the  prin- 
ciple of  collective  bargaining  as  a  defi- 
nite and  integral  part  of  our  economic 
and  social  system,  the  Governor  de- 
scribed the  events  leading  up  to  the 
ordering  of  the  troops  to  San  Francisco. 
In  this  connection  he  said, 

"It  should  likewise  be  remembered  that 
I  did  not  order  the  California  National 
Guard  to  proceed  to  the  San  Francisco 
waterfront  until  I  received  notice  from  an 
alien,  speaking  in  behalf  of  the  striking 
longshoremen,  that  further  operations  by 
the  State  of  California  of  its  State-owned 
Belt  Line  Railroad  along  the  State-owned 
harbor  would  not  be  permitted. 

"When  this  defiant  message  was  first 
delivered,  I  sent  back  an  appeal  for  aban- 
donment of  such  an  impossible  and  in- 
tolerable challenge  of  the  Government's 
authority.  In  response  I  received  an  even 
more  insolent  warning  to  abandon  further 
operations  of  the  Belt  Line  Railroad  during 
the  existence  of  the  strike. 

"Before  I  signed  the  order  instructing 
the  National  Guard  to  take  necessary  steps 
for  the  protection  of  life  and  the  main- 
tenance of  order  along  the  water,  the  fol- 
lowing among  other  things  occurred: 

"Strikers  stopped  the  State's  Belt  Line 
trains,  pulled  engineers  and  firemen  from 
their  posts,  threatened  them  with  bo-dily 
harm  and  used  other  methods  of  intimi- 
dation. Following  my  assurance  to  strike 
leaders  that  I  would  operate  the  railroad 
at  all  costs  a  freight  car  operating  on  the 
State-owned  Belt  Line  was  burned." 

The  Governor  closed  his  speech  with 
a  plea  for  temperateness  in  speech  and 
action,  and  with  assurances  that  every 
possible  facility  of  the  state  would  be 
employed  in  order  to  protect  the  lives 
and  property  of  its  citizens. 

Simultaneously  with  the  commence- 
ment in  the  East  Bay  communities, 
comprising  a  population  of  approxi- 
mately half  a  million,  of  a  general 
strike  of  union  workers  on  July  17th, 
and  with  the  arrival  of  the  first  Na- 
tional Guard  troops  there,  the  Strike 
Committee  in  San  Francisco  began  to 
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raise  the  embargo  which  it  had  attempt- 
ed to  place  on  business  activity  of  all 
kinds.  The  Committee  started  a  move 
which  was  designed  to  permit  the  open- 
ing of  additional  eating  places  and 
which,  according  to  some  reports,  was 
designed  to  remove  the  ban  from  all 
restaurants.53  Convoys  of  foods  and 
perishable  products  under  protection 
of  the  State  Highway  Patrol  began  to 
move  towards  San  Francisco  without 
interference  thus  relieving  the  threat- 
ened shortage  of  commodities  of  this 
character.54  While  more  and  more 
small  shops  and  business  establishments 
continued  closing  as  the  result  of 
threats  of  violence  and  intimidation 
practiced  by  roving  bands  of  pickets, 
institutions  in  the  downtown  area  re- 
mained open  and  some  that  had  ori- 
ginally closed  reopened. 

The  Strike  Committee  denied  that  its 
program  for  issuing  permits  to  vehicles 
to  carry  goods  of  various  kinds  through 
the  streets  was  either  an  assumption  of 
the  powers  normally  possessed  by  the 
regular  municipal  and  state  authorities 
or  was  intended  to  supersede  them, 
and  stated  that  the  issuance  of  permits 
was  solely  a  question  between  individ- 
ual labor  unions  and  their  members. 
The  permit  procedure,  however,  was 
meeting  with  anything  but  ready  ac- 
ceptance on  the  part  of  business  insti- 
tutions. Most  of  them  refused  to  con- 
sider taking  out  permits  of  any  kind 
and  the  number  of  vehicles  on  the 
streets  operating  under  this  plan  was 
extremely  limited.  In  this  connection 
Jack  Shelly,  Secretary  of  the  strikers' 
Executive  Committee,  said: 

"Permits  will  be  issued  for  the  trans- 
portation of  groceries,  vegetables,  and  meats 
by  the  Permit  Committee  in  cooperation 
with  the  unions  affected.  All  union  men 

(53)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  17,  1934. 

(54)  Ibid. 

(55)  S.  F.  News,  July  17,  1934. 

(56)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  17,  1934. 


are  urged  and  instructed  to  cooperate  in 
every  way  to  insure  there  will  be  no  hun- 
ger in  the  city  of  San  Francisco."55 

Meanwhile  the  unions  in  the  North- 
west, while  giving  serious  considera- 
tion to  the  possibility  of  a  general 
strike,  announced  in  Portland  that 
there  would  be  a  twenty-four  hour 
notice  before  any  strike  vote  was  taken, 
while  in  Seattle  it  was  stated  that  no 
general  strike  would  take  place  in  that 
community.56 

Evidently  feeling  the  pressure  of 
public  opinion  the  conservative  mem- 
bers of  the  San  Francisco  Strike  Com- 
mittee were  reported  to  have  taken  a 
number  of  steps,  some  of  which  have 
been  indicated  above,  and  others  of 
which  included57  opening  of  more  res- 
taurants, requesting  the  prohibition  of 
the  sale  of  liquor  either  in  package  or 
by  the  drink  during  the  existence  of 
the  emergency,  safe  conduct  into  the 
city  of  truck  garden  produce,  continued 
and  improved  service  of  bakery,  milk 
and  ice  trucks,  lifting  the  embargo  on 
meats,  and  unhampered  service  to 
police,  fire  and  other  municipal  activ- 
ities with  gasoline  and  other  necessi- 
ties of  this  character.  However,  al- 
though the  Strike  Committee  announc- 
ed these  changes  in  its  plan, — it  was 
reported  they  were  adopted  over  the 
vigorous  and  vociferous  opposition  of 
the  left-wing  group  on  the  commit- 
tee,— 58  this  relaxation  of  the  original 
strike  plans,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  had 
but  little  effect  on  the  general  situation. 
While  the  Strike  Committee  announc- 
ed59 that  a  transportation  committee 
was  being  appointed  to  handle  prob- 
lems related  to  the  movement  of  goods, 
the  unions  found  themselves  more  or 
less  disorganized  from  the  standpoint 

(57)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  17,  1934. 

(58)  Ibid. 

(59)  Ibid. 
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of  attempting  to  handle  technical  mat- 
ters of  this  character,  and  in  fact,  dur- 
ing the  entire  course  of  the  strike  ap- 
parently never  were  able  to  get  into  ef- 
fective operation  any  actual  machinery 
designed  to  carry  out  their  announced 
plans. 

On  the  morning  of  July  17th  the 
press  carried  the  names  of  the  Exec- 
utive Committee  of  Mayor  Rossi's  Citi- 
zens' Committee  of  Five  Hundred  of 
which  Mr.  Florence  M.  McAuliffe  had 
been  appointed  as  chairman.  The  mem- 
bership consisted  exclusively  of  repre- 
sentatives of  business  and  professional 
groups  and  no  labor  representation  was 
included  on  it.  Mr.  McAuliffe  imme- 
diately issued  a  statement  outlining  the 
general  objectives  of  the  committee.60 
It  was  announced  on  the  afternoon  of 
July  17th  that  a  plan  was  under  con- 
sideration by  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee of  the  unions  under  which  all 
men  on  strike  would  return  to  work 
pending  unlimited  arbitration  of  all 
differences.61  It  is  understood  the  Com- 
mittee debated  this  proposal  for  some 
three  hours  and  then  sent  it  back  to 
the  Executive  Committee  for  redraft- 
ing because  of  dissatisfaction  with  the 
original  phraseology  as  it  related  to 
the  issue  of  the  closed  shop.62  At  the 
same  time  it  was  stated  that  conserva- 
tive labor  leaders  were  in  favor  of  the 
plan.  No  immediate  vote,  however, 
was  taken.  Thirty-two  or  more  union 
restaurants  opened  during  the  day  on 
July  17th63  and  it  appeared  likely,  late 
in  the  afternoon,  that  on  the  following 
day  no  further  effort  would  be  made 
to  issue  permits  to  any  restaurants.  The 
situation  in  this  regard  was  largely 
clarified  on  July  18th  when  Dr.  J.  C. 
Geiger,  Health  Officer,  ordered  all 

(60)  See  Exhibit  JJT. 

(61)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  17,  1934. 

(62)  S.  F.  News,  July  17,  1934. 

(63)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  18,  1934. 


union  permit  signs  out  of  restaurants 
and  stated  that  the  only  permit  which 
a  restaurant  was  authorized  to  display 
was  that  issued  by  the  Health  Depart- 
ment.64 

Practically  all  steel  plants  in  the  Bay 
neighborhood  and  other  heavy  metal- 
working  industries  closed  on  July  17th, 
not  because  of  the  fact  that  the  men 
employed  in  them  were  on  strike,  but 
because  in  most  instances  the  manage- 
ment put  up  to  them  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  they  should  continue  to 
work  until  the  general  strike  was 
settled.65  In  all  instances  the  men  stated 
their  preference  to  remain  away  from 
their  places  of  employment  until  after 
the  end  of  the  general  strike. 

With  the  first  actual  arrival  of  con- 
voys of  vegetables  and  produce  from 
out  of  town  the  National  Guard  again 
moved  its  line  somewhat  farther  from 
the  waterfront  in  order  to  embrace  the 
entire  commission  district  and  permit 
the  steady  entrance  and  handling  of 
these  vehicles  within  the  military  lines. 

First  of  a  series  of  raids  by  public 
officials  on  Communist  meeting  places 
and  headquarters  took  place  on  July 
17th  when  the  police  raided  65  Jack- 
son Street,  the  headquarters  of  the  Ma- 
rine Workers  Industrial  Union,  and 
arrested  some  85  persons  there.66  All 
of  them  were  booked  on  the  charge  of 
vagrancy  and  held  under  bail  of  $1,000. 
This  raid  was  a  prelude  to  a  series  of 
demonstrations  against  Communist 
meeting  places  which  will  be  touched 
on  below. 

Newsboys  were  driven  off  the  streets 
of  San  Francisco  during  the  course  of 
the  afternoon  of  this  day  when  men 
in  a  motor  car  drove  along  Market 
Street  and  advised  each  newsboy  that 

(64)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  18,  1934. 

(65)  S.  F.  News,  July  17,  1934. 

(66)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  17,  1934. 
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unless  he  wished  to  find  himself  in 
trouble  he  had  better  desist  from  sell- 
ing papers.  A  report  on  this  by  a  citi- 
zen was  lodged  with  the  Strike  Com- 
mittee. At  the  same  time  it  was  stated 
that  newsboys  selling  labor  papers  were 
not  molested.  However,  news  vendors 
returned  to  the  streets  the  same  eve- 
ning. 

The  Longshoremen's  Board  announc- 
ed that  it  had  received  a  letter  signed 
by  a  number  of  officials  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association 
reading  as  follows:68 

"Pacific  Coast  District,  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  cannot  agree  to 
take  a  referendum  vote  on  the  question  of 
submitting  everything  to  arbitration  until: 

"No.  1.  The  question  of  contra!  of  the 
hiring  halls  has  been  disposed  of. 

"No.  2.  A  satisfactory  understanding  has 
been  arrived  at  between  the  maritime 
unions  and  the  shipowners." 

The  letter  was  signed  by  Cliff  Thurs- 
ton  of  Portland,  Harry  Bridges,  of  San 
Francisco,  J.  J.  Finnegan,  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  William  J.  Lewis,  District 
President. 

In  discussing  this  communication  a 
spokesman  for  the  Longshoremen  said, 

"The  letter  does  not  say  how  the  ques- 
tion of  control  of  hiring  halls  shall  be 
disposed  of,  but  merely  says  that  it  shall 
be  disposed  of.  Last  week  the  I.  L.  A. 
agreed-  to  submit  to  referendum  of  its 
membership — if  the  shipowners  would 
grant  arbitration  to  the  seamen — the  ques- 
tion of  submitting  the  hiring  hall  problem 
to  arbitration.  The  union  has  already 
Agreed  to  submit  all  other  questions  ta 
arbitration. 

"As  we  see  it  now  the  I.  L.  A.  is  not 
concerned  with  what  sort  of  an  agreement 
is  reached  by  the  seamen  and  shipowners. 
Our  pledge  was  we  would  not  return  to 
work  until  there  is  some  agreement.  Any 
satisfactory  understanding  with  the  seamen 
will  be  all  right  with  us.  Whatever  the 
seamen  do  is  none  of  our  business."6? 

(67)  Ibid. 

(68)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  17,  1934. 

(69)  Ibid. 


Later  the  same  spokesman  for  the 
Union  said, 

"If  the  seamen  return  to  work  pending 
arbitration  the  longshoremen  probably  will 
do  likewise.  If  the  seamen  decide  that  this 
vote  will  provide  satisfactory  understand- 
ing between  the  union  and  the  shipowners, 
the  I.  L.  A.  will  proceed  immediately  with 
its  referendum  on  arbitration  of  the  hiring 
hall  question."70 

When  the  members  of  the  National 
Longshoremen's  Board  were  asked  as 
to  what  assistance  if  any  they  expected 
to  receive  from  General  Hugh  S.  John- 
son or  from  Senator  Wagner,  Mr. 
Cushing  replied  for  the  Board  that  it 
had  no  definite  plans  to  meet  with 
Johnson  but  that  the  Board  would 
probably  confer  with  him.  Mr.  Cush- 
ing said,71 

"General  Johnson  is  not  in  San  Fran- 
cisco in  connection  with  the  strike  but  for 
another  engagement.  The  Board  hopes  to 
get  his  advice  on  methods  of  procedure 
in  the  face  of  an  apparent  breakdown  in 
negotiations  far  arbitration." 

As  regards  Senator  Wagner  the  Board 
stated  that  it  had  no  word  as  to  whether 
or  not  he  was  coming  to  San  Francisco. 
In  his  address  at  the  University  of 
California  on  the  afternoon  of  July 
17th  after  presentation  to  him  of  a  Phi 
Beta  Kappa  key,  General  Johnson 
speaking  over  a  Pacific  Coast  radio 
broadcast,  discussed  at  some  length  the 
general  strike  situation.  After  stating 
his  fundamental  beliefs  in  the  rights 
of  labor  to  bargain  collectively  General 
Johnson  attacked  the  shipowners  on 
the  ground  that  they  had  not  whole- 
heartedly attempted  to  enter  into  col- 
lective bargaining.72  In  this  connec- 
tion he  said, 

"I  will  go  a  step  further  and  say  that 
in  the  American  shipping  industry,  includ- 
ing the  loading  and  unloading  of  ships,  the 

(70)  Ibid. 

(71)  Ibid 

(72)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  18,  1934. 
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right  has  not  been  justly  accorded.  These 
things  cannot  be  avoided  by  legal  cavil. 
They  are  necessary  to  humanity  in  this  age 
and  they  will  prevail.  The  whole  force  of 
American  opinion  is  behind  them  and  that 
means  the  whole  force  of  the  Federal 
Government,  and — let  there  be  no  doubt 
about  it — that  Government  will  use  every 
power  at  its  disposal  to  assure  it. 

"If  the  shipping  industry  does  not  fully 
and  freely  accord  these  rights  on  its  head 
lies  every  ounce  of  responsibility  for  what- 
ever may  happen  here.  I  think  that  their 
present  position  is  extreme  and  unreason- 
able and  must  be  tempered  if  we  are  to 
have  peace." 

The  General  then  went  on  to  discuss 
the  other  side  of  the  question.  After 
admitting  the  right  of  labor  to  strike 
and  the  position  which  the  government 
should  take  in  supporting  this  right,  he 
said, 

"But  the  general  strike  is  quite  another 
matter.  It  is  a  threat  to  the  community. 
It  is  a  menace  to  the  government.  It  is 
civil  war. 

"It  has  been  suggested  to  me  since  I 
have  been  here  that  this  is  a  matter  of  lo- 
cal concern  and  the  Federal  Government 
has  no  right  in  the  matter. 

"When  the  inter-state  and  international 
commerce  of  this  Nation  is  paralyzed  up 
and  down  a  whole  coast  by  an  action  ad- 
mittedly concerted  as  between  ports  in  dif- 
ferent states,  the  most  backward  law  stu- 
dent in  his  first  year  course  must  know 
beyond  peradventure  that  all  the  majesty 
and  power  of  the  Federal  Government  has 
been  deliberately  invoked. 

"When  the  means  of  food  supply — milk 
to  children — necessities  of  life  to  the  whole 
people  are  threatened  that  is  bloody  insur- 
rection." 

A  moment  later  the  General  said, 

"You  just  can't  do  it  in  this  free  coun- 
try. It  just  won't  work.  If  the  responsible 
elements  of  organized  labor  do  not  purge 
themselves  of  this  blight  immediately,  they 
will  set  the  cause  of  labor  organizations 
back  ten  years." 

The  General  closed  his  address  with 

(75)   S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  18,  1934. 


an  appeal  for  the  elimination  from  our 
communities  and  from  American  in- 
stitutions of  subversive  elements  de- 
signing to  change  and  overthrow  the 
existing  government. 

A  break  of  the  utmost  importance 
giving  evidence  of  a  serious  weaken- 
ing of  the  comparatively  united  front 
of  labor  occurred  at  a  meeting  of  the 
General  Strike  Committee  held  at  the 
Labor  Council  late  in  the  evening  of 
July  17th.  At  this  time  a  resolution 
was  introduced  requesting  the  gover- 
nors of  the  several  Pacific  Coast  states 
and  the  mayors  of  the  principal  cities 
in  them  to  appeal  to  the  President  and 
urge  that  he  ask  the  organizations  of 
employers  and  employees  involved  in 
the  waterfront  difficulties  to  submit  to 
the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
for  arbitration  all  matters  in  dispute.73 
The  resolution  read  as  follows: 

"WHEREAS,  a  situation  growing  ooit  of 
the  difficulties  existing  for  months  between 
the  waterfront  employees  and  employers 
exists  which  threatens  the  stability  and 
future  of  the  entire  Pacific  Coast,  and 

"WHEREAS,  this  situation  is  most  acute 
in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  where 
virtual  paralysis  exists  of  the  machinery  of 
distribution,  the  only  alleviation  at  pres- 
ent being  emergency  operation  established 
by  the  trade  unions,  Therefore,  be  it 

"RESOLVED,  that  the  Governors  of 
the  States  of  Washington,  Oregon  and 
California  and  the  Mayors  of  the  cities  of 
San  Francisco,  Oakland,  Berkeley,  Los  An- 
geles, Portland,  Tacoma,  Seattle  and  ether 
affected  ports,  be  asked  immediately  to  ap- 
peal to  the  President  of  the  United  States 
to  act  in  this  emergency  to  the  following 
end: 

"That  all  waterfront  employers  and  rec- 
ognized organizations  of  the  employees  be 
requested  immediately  to  submit  to  arbi- 
tration all  questions  involved  in  dispute 
between  them,  which  for  months  have  re- 
mained unsolved  to  the  President's  Na- 
tional Longshoremen's  Board,  and  that  the 
decision  shall  be  accepted  by  all  parties. 
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"This  proposal  is  entirely  contingent 
upon  the  acceptance  by  the  employers  of 
each  group  of  the  employees  involved  in 
the  dispute." 

Apparently  this  was  the  same  reso- 
lution, referred  to  above,  which  had 
been  rejected  temporarily  by  the  Strike 
Committee  and  referred  to  the  Execu- 
tive Committee.  According  to  the  press, 
the  meeting  at  which  the  resolution  was 
considered  lasted  for  at  least  seven 
hours.74  The  resolution  was  finally 
adopted  by  a  vote  of  207  to  180.  Ac- 
cording to  press  reports  Bridges  was 
the  most  bitter  opponent  of  the  adop- 
tion of  the  resolution  and  he  and  his 
followers  among  the  die-hards  and 
left-wingers  in  the  labor  world  strove 
desperately  to  have  the  wording  of  the 
resolution  changed  so  that  union  con- 
trol of  the  hiring  halls  would  be  set 
up  as  a  matter  precedent  to  arbitra- 
tion.75 As  he  left  the  meeting  Bridges 
charged  that  the  resolution  had  been 
railroaded  to  a  vote  and  that  it  did  not 
represent  the  real  sense  of  the  meet- 
ing. In  this  connection  he  said, 

"The  meeting  was  packed  with  unac- 
credited delegates.  This  was  made  possible 
by  the  fact  that  the  hall  was  left  open 
before  the  meeting  was  called  to  order. 
A  standing  vote  was  taken.  A  demand  that 
the  roll  of  delegates  be  called  was  re- 
fused."7* 

In  response  to  these  charges  Secretary 
Kidwell  of  the  Committee  replied, 

"The  resolution  passed  by  the  General 
Strike  Committee  of  the  San  Francisco  La- 
bor Council  was  voted  upon  by  duly  ac- 
credited delegates  of  the  unions  present. 
Extra  precautions  were  taken  by  the  chair- 
men of  the  meeting  to  insure  the  regularity 
of  the  balloting.  Each  delegation  was  asked 
to  vouch  for  the  individuals  comprising  the 
group.  A  poll  vote  of  all  delegates  at- 


(74)  Ibid. 
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tending  was  counted  to  the  satisfaction  of 
all  present."77 

In  general,  union  representatives  re- 
fused to  comment  on  the  rather  ambig- 
uous phraseology  of  the  resolution  al- 
though Vandeleur  said, 

"Having  acted  decisively  to  settle  strike 
conditions  which  prevail  in  San  Francisco 
today  the  General  Strike  Committee  now 
awaits  the  decision  of  the  shipowners.  If 
the  shipowners  show  the  same  cooperative 
spirit  which  has  been  shown  by  the  labor 
unions,  business  activities  in  San  Fran- 
cisco should  resume  their  normal  status 
promptly.  Labor  has  done  its  part.  The 
matter  rests  entirely  with  the  attitude  of 
the  shipowners  now."78 

While  this  meeting  of  the  Strike 
Committee  was  in  session  a  series  of 
raids  took  place  on  all  known 
Communist  and  radical  headquarters 
throughout  the  community.  These  raids 
were  not  made  by  the  police  depart- 
ment although  more  than  270  Com- 
munists and  Communist  sympathizers 
were  arrested  by  them  during  the  day.7* 
They  were  conducted  by  a  group  of 
unknown  persons  whose  identity  has 
never  been  established.  According  to 
press  dispatches  a  number  of  the  raiders 
were  representatives  of  conservative 
labor  organizations80  who  were  in- 
censed by  the  action  of  Communist 
groups  in  relation  to  the  strike.  Ac- 
cording to  one  of  these  stores  35  vigi- 
lante squads  equipped  with  automobiles 
were  organized  and  started  on  a  city- 
wide  raiding  expedition  against  these 
radical  meeting  places.81  The  raid- 
ing parties  broke  into  the  premises, 
splintered  furniture,  smashed  pictures, 
ripped  down  banners  and  placards  and 
destroyed  stacks  of  literature.  In  al- 
most each  instance  the  police  cars  ar- 


(78)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  18,  1934. 
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rived  at  the  scene  of  the  disturbance 
shortly  after  the  raiding  party  had  de- 
parted. Arrests  of  Communists  at  the 
various  halls  we-e  then  made  by  the 
officials. 

The  other  side  of  the  picture  of  vio- 
lent destruction  was  told  in  the  story 
of  roving  bands  of  strikers  cruising 
through  the  streets  in  automobiles  and 
smashing  a  score  or  more  of  plate  glass 
windows.82  In  addition  there  were 
overt  threats  of  violence  against  indi- 
vidual business  establishments  that 
were  still  operating,  clashes  between 
strikers  and  others  resulting  in  violence 
and  the  arrest  of  persons  on  charges  of 
assault  and  battery. 

Meanwhile  the  Citizens'  Committee 
appointed  by  Mayor  Rossi  was  begin- 
ning to  get  actively  under  way.  It  re- 
mained in  session  during  the  entire 
night  of  July  ITth8*  and  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  next  day  announcement  was 
made  of  the  sub-committees  into  which 
it  had  divided  itself.84  These  commit- 
tees were  on  procedure,  food,  health, 
transportation,  membership,  law,  fin- 
ance, complaints,  and  publicity.  The 
Committee  announced  its  general  ob- 
jectives and  purpose  in  the  following 
words: 

"That  inasmuch  as  a  general  strike  is  a 
direct  attack  on  constituted  government 
and  operates  in  violation  of  law,  it  must 
be  combated  by  constitutional  government 
acting  within  the  law.  It  should  be  made 
clear  that  no  question  of  the  rights  of 
workers  or  employers  is  involved  and  that 
the  object  of  the  committee  will  be  to  see: 

"That  every  citizen  is  free  to  pursue  his 
accustomed  work  without  fear  of  violence 
or  intimidation,  and  to  be  able  to  procure 
and  provide  for  his  family  food  and  the 
necessities  and  comforts  of  life."85 

The  Committee  stated  that  it  would 
operate  under  the  style  of  the  Mayor's 
Committee  in  support  of  Constitutional 

(82)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  18,  1934. 
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Authority  and  the  Enforcement  of  Law 
and  Order. 

Meanwhile,  from  the  East  an  impor- 
tant statement  relative  to  the  strike 
emanated  from  President  William 
Green  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor.  Green  made  this  formal  state- 
ment to  newspaper  men  in  Chicago 
where  he  happened  to  be  at  the  time. 
The  statement  follows: 

"The  strike  in  San  Francisco  is  local  in 
character,  possessing  no  national  signifi- 
cance. It  originated  with  the  workers  di- 
rectly involved.  Through  the  assumption 
of  authority  growing  out  of  certain  auton- 
omous rights  conferred  upon  local  organ- 
izations the  representatives  ordered  a  strike 
and  must  accept  full  responsibility  for  this 
action. 

"The  American  Federation  of  Labor 
neither  ordered  the  strike  nor  authorized 
it.  At  no  time  has  its  counsel  or  advice 
been  solicited  or  its  services  requested. 
But  even  though  the  American  Federation 
of  Labor  is  not  directly  involved  its  offi- 
cers and  members  are  deeply  concerned 
over  the  existing  situation  and  are  hoping 
for  a  speedy  and  satisfactory  settlement. 

"While,  unfortunately,  the  public  mind 
is  confused  regarding  the  issues  involved 
in  this  strike,  labor  generally  knows  and 
understands  that  if  the  workers  who  are 
engaged  in  a  purely  sympathetic  strike 
win,  they  gain  a  moral  victory,  but  if  they 
lose  they  lose  all. 

"When  working  people  are  engaged  in 
an  economic  life  or  death  struggle,  it  does 
not  seem  appropriate  for  their  friends  to 
engage  in  comment  which  might  be  used 
against  them  by  their  enemies.  At  the 
moment,  therefore,  when  the  intense  strug- 
gle is  approaching  a  climax,  it  is  not  so 
much  a  question  of  the  wisdom  or  the 
unwisdom  of  the  action  taken. 

"Instead,  an  honorable  settlement  of  the 
industrial  conflict  upon  an  equitable  basis 
should  be  the  question  of  supreme  concern 
to  all  fair,  just  and  socially  minded 
people."8^ 

On  the  same  date  President  Roose- 
velt addressed  a  communication  rela- 

(85)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  18,  1934. 
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tive  to  the  situation  to  Secretary  of 
Labor  Perkins  and  this  was  released  by 
Miss  Perkins  at  her  regular  press  con- 
ference July  18th.  The  President's  state- 
ment said: 

"You  may  say  that  I  have  expressed  to 
you  and  the  public  my  confidence  that 
common  sense  and  good  order  will  prevail 
on  all  sides  of  this  controversy  and  that  I 
have  full  confidence  in  the  Longshoremen's 
Board  and  its  agencies  to  arrive  at  a  rea- 
sonable solution."87 

Another  statement  of  importance 
emanating  from  the  East  was  made  by 
Ryan  as  President  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Association  when  he  announced 
that  there  would  be  no  strike  of  long- 
shoremen on  the  Atlantic  seaboard  in 
sympathy  with  the  west  coast  situation. 
In  this  connection  Mr.  Ryan  is  reported 
to  have  said:88 

"Our  boys  are  smart  enough  to  know 
that  radical  elements  want  us  to  get  out 
so  that  they  can  take  control  of  the  situa- 
tion as  they  did  in  San  Francisco.  But  we 
intend  to  continue  to  operate  under  our 
contracts  with  the  New  York  Shipping 
Association  which  do  not  expire  until  Sep- 
tember 30th.  The  Coast  situation  is  dif- 
ferent from  the  East  in  that  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association  took 
over  the  San  Francisco-  organization  only 
following  the  adoption  of  the  NRA.  We 
inherited  Bridges  when  we  took  over  the 
Association." 

Meanwhile  in  San  Francisco  the  Na- 
tional Longshoremen's  Board  contin- 
ued to  attempt  to  find  some  formula 
by  which  it  could  untangle  the  com- 
plicated threads  of  the  longshoremen's 
and  maritime  strike  situation.  On  July 
18th  it  issued  a  statement  relating  to 
the  general  strike  in  which  it  said: 

"The  general  strike  committee  of  the 
San  Francisco  Labor  Council  had  declared 
itself  in  favor  of  immediate  submission 
to  arbitration  of  all  questions  involved  in 


(87)  Ibid. 

(88)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  18,  1934. 

(89)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  18,  1934. 


the  dispute.  The  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  has  agreed  to  submit  to  arbitration 
by  this  board  the  issues  in  dispute  in 
the  longshore  strike  and  to  be  bound  by 
the  decision  of  the  Board.  The  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association  should 
agree  likewise,  and  should  so  agree  now. 

"The  steamship  companies  should  agree 
that  if  collective  bargaining  with  elected 
representatives  of  their  respective  employees 
does  not  result  in  agreement  within  thirty 
days  after  the  election,  the  steamship  com- 
panies will  submit  to  arbitration  the  issues 
in  dispute  with  respect  to  wages,  hours 
and  working  conditions,  and  they  should  so 
agree  now. 

"The  maritime  unions  should  agree  like- 
wise and  they  should  so  agree  now. 

"All  strikes  should  be  called  off  imme- 
diately. Men  should  be  returned  to  work 
without  discrimination  because  of  union 
affiliations  or  participation  in  the  strike."8? 

This  statement  was  issued  after  a 
long  conference  between  members  of 
the  Board,  General  Johnson,  Mayor 
Rossi  and  City  Attorney  OToole.90 
This  meeting  was  held  shortly  after  it 
was  announced  from  Washington  that 
General  Johnson  had  been  named  as 
a  spokesman  for  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board.91 

In  commenting  on  the  resolution 
adopted  by  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee relative  to  requesting  President 
Roosevelt  to  ask  the  parties  to  the  dis- 
pute to  consent  to  arbitration,  Mayor 
Rossi  said: 

"Discussion  of  union  labor's  resolution 
proposing  arbitration  gave  us  something 
to  work  on.  We  know  now  what  the  un- 
ions are  willing  to  do  and  are  waiting  to 
see  now  how  the  shipowners  feel  about 
it."92 

On  the  other  hand,  representatives 
of  the  maritime  unions,  when  ap- 
proached by  the  press  for  a  statement 
relative  to  whether  or  not  they  would 
abide  by  any  action  which  might  be 


(90)  Ibid. 
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taken  under  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee's resolution,  indicated  that  they 
expected  its  unequivocal  rejection.?3 
Statements  to  this  effect  were  obtained 
by  the  press  from  Frank  Ryan,  Secre- 
tary of  the  International  Seamen's 
Union ;  Ralph  B.  Mallen,  the  publicity 
chairman  for  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  and  from  Ivan 
Cox,  Secretary  of  the  San  Francisco 
local  of  the  Longshoremen.  In  general 
the  tenor  of  their  statements  was  that 
there  was  nothing  to  arbitrate.  The 
statement  of  Mallen  was  probably  the 
most  critical  of  the  action  taken  by  the 
General  Strike  Committee  and  deserves 
reproduction  here.  He  said: 

"For  ten  weeks  we  have  been  fighting 
for  a  hiring  hall  of  our  own  and  until 
this  is  granted  I  do  not  believe  our  mem- 
bers will  return  to  work.  I  do  not  under- 
stand why  the  general  strike  committee 
should  come  forth  with  a  proposal  of  this 
kind,  when  just  a  week  and  a  half  ago 
the  San  Francisco  Labor  Council  adopted 
a  resolution  supporting  us  and  the  other 
marine  unions  o-n  our  stand. 

"This  new  resolution  will  not  change 
the  attitude  of  the  longshoremen.  The  fin- 
ish of  this  fight  is  either  victory  or  de- 
feat. We  have  conceded  every  point  except 
that  of  the  hiring  hall  and  we  will  not 
back  down  now.  I  am  certain  that  Mr. 
Lewis,  Pacific  Coast  President,  agrees  with 
me."94 

In  spite  of  these  militant  statements 
on  the  part  of  the  leaders  of  the  mari- 
time unions  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee proceeded  to  take  further  action 
indicating  that  it  considered  it  should 
retire  as  gracefully  as  possible  from 
the  situation  in  which  it  now  found 
itself.  On  the  afternoon  of  July  18th, 
the  committee  after  prolonged  discus- 
sion, passed  a  new  resolution  under 
which  all  union  restaurants  and  butcher 
shops  were  authorized  to  open  and  un- 

(93)  S.  F.  News,  July  18,  1934. 

(94)  Ibid. 

(95)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  19,  1934. 


der  which  all  embargoes  against  the 
delivery  of  gasoline  and  fuel  oil  to  the 
general  public  were  raised.95 

In  connection  with  the  matter  of  pe- 
troleum deliveries  brief  reference 
should  be  made  here  to  the  action 
taken  by  the  principal  oil  companies 
in  San  Francisco — which  had  refused 
to  employ  union  permits — in  order  to 
insure  deliveries  of  gasoline  and  other 
petroleum  products  to  essential  institu- 
tions and  also  to  provide  gradually  for 
the  restoration  of  normal  distribution 
of  these  most  important  commodities. 
When  asked  to  take  a  strike  commit- 
tee's permit  to  operate  these  trucks  a 
spokesman  for  the  oil  companies  said: 

"We  are  moving  our  products  under 
the  protection  of  constituted  authorities 
and  certainly  have  no  intention  of  accept- 
ing so-called  permits  for  protection  from 
anybody  else."96 

Arrangements  were  made  by  the  chief 
oil  companies  with  the  Police  Depart- 
ment and  the  Industrial  Association 
to  transport  gasoline  through  the 
streets  from  storage  terminals  to  des- 
ignated distribution  points  and  also  to 
police  stations  and  the  fire  depart- 
ment.?7 These  trucks  were  conveyed 
through  the  streets  by  police  escort  and 
were  manned  by  drivers  supplied  to 
the  oil  companies  by  the  Industrial  As- 
sociation. Between  40  and  50  tank 
truck  deliveries  of  gasoline  were  made 
between  the  commencement  of  the 
Teamsters'  Strike  on  July  12th  and  the 
raising  of  the  embargo  on  petroleum 
products  by  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee on  July  18th.s>8  On  this  latter 
date  all  service  stations  within  the  mili- 
tary lines  were  opened.  In  addition, 
one  station,  centrally  located,  had  been 
continuously  supplied  with  gasoline  in 
order  to  meet  the  requirements  not  sup- 

(96)  S.  F.  News,  July  18,  1934. 

(97)  Records  of  the  Industrial  Association. 
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plied  by  direct  delivery,  of  public  agen- 
cies and  other  necessary  activities,  such 
as  doctors'  automobiles. 

It  is  absolutely  impossible  to  attempt 
to  describe  here  or  outline  in  detail  the 
innumerable  conferences  which  took 
place  between  public  officials,  represen- 
tatives of  the  press,  publishers,  ship- 
owners, the  Citizens'  Committee,  Gen- 
eral Johnson  and  others.  During  the 
latter  part  of  July  17th  and  during  the 
entire  day  of  July  18th,  running  well 
into  the  night  in  each  instance,  con- 
ferences participated  in  by  one  or  all 
of  these  groups  were  going  on  simul- 
taneously in  a  half  dozen  places.  Some 
of  these  conferences  were  taking  place 
in  the  offices  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union,  some  at  the  City  Hall, 
some  at  the  offices  of  the  National 
Longshoremen's  Board,  and  many  at 
the  Palace  Hotel  where  a  number  of 
business  groups  had  established  tem- 
porary headquarters,  and  where  Gen- 
eral Johnson  also  made  his  headquar- 
ters during  his  stay  in  San  Francisco. 
All  of  these  meetings,  however,  were 
directed  toward  two  principal  objec- 
tives. One  of  these  was  the  continued 
mobilization  and  direction  of  public 
opinion  in  order  to  bring  it  to  bear 
upon  the  organized  labor  movement  of 
the  city  and  force  it  to  accept  the  loss 
of  the  general  strike  which  was  already 
indicated  by  its  increasingly  accelerat- 
ing collapse.  The  other  movement  was 
designed  to  secure  an  extension  of  the 
military  lines  throughout  the  entire 
community  and  to  prevail  on  Governor 
Merriam  to  declare  martial  law  for  the 
entire  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco. 

In  connection  with  the  latter  effort 
Governor  Merriam  refused  to  issue 
such  a  proclamation  unless  specifically 
requested  to  do  so  by  the  municipal 
authorities.  Mayor  Rossi  on  his  part, 


although  urged  by  the  Citizens'  Com- 
mittee on  July  17th  to  request  such 
action  by  the  Governor,  did  not  make 
any  such  request  with  the  result  that, 
as  previously  indicated,  the  military 
lines  were  never  extended  any  great 
distance  from  San  Francisco's  water- 
front. 

One  particular  effort  to  secure  the 
invocation  of  martial  law,  however,  is 
worthy  of  note  here.  The  San  Fran- 
cisco Junior  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
on  the  afternoon  of  July  18th,  and 
within  a  period  of  less  than  three 
hours,  circulated  a  petition  addressed 
to  the  Governor  requesting  the  estab- 
lishment of  martial  law.  In  excess  of 
ten  thousand  signatures  were  secured. 
The  petition  was  delivered  to  Adjutant 
General  Seth  Howard  of  the  National 
Guard  early  in  the  evening  of  the  same 
day.99  While  it  did  not  effect  the  posi- 
tion taken  by  the  Governor  it  is  gen- 
erally believed  that,  so  far  as  the  labor 
group  was  concerned,  it  had  a  pro- 
found effect  on  the  events  of  the  fol- 
lowing day.  Knowledge  that  the  peti- 
tion was  being  circulated  spread  rap- 
idly through  the  community  and  un- 
doubtedly the  fear  that  the  petition 
might  easily  be  enlarged  to  several 
times  its  original  size  and  thus  become 
so  formidable  that  a  declaration  of  mar- 
tial law  would  be  inevitable,  spurred 
the  Labor  Council,  through  its  Gen- 
eral Strike  Committee  to  take  the  action 
now  to  be  outlined. 

But  one  more  reference  will  be  made 
here  to  the  efforts  to  secure  complete 
martial  law  for  the  entire  community. 
Mayor  Rossi  took  the  position  that 
events  were  so  rapidly  pointing  toward 
a  termination  of  the  strike  that  he 
would  not  ask  Governor  Merriam  to 
declare  martial  law.  In  this  connection 
he  said: 


(99)   Statement  to  writer  by  party  who  delivered  petition. 
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"Despite  the  fact  that  vigorous  pressure 
was  brought  to  bear  on  me  to  request  the 
Governor  to  declare  martial  law,  I  have 
felt,  in  view  of  the  developments  for  the 
past  forty-eight  hours  that  the  situation  did 
not  demand  such  drastic  action.  For  that 
reason  I  have  refrained  from  asking  the 
Governor  to  declare  martial  law."100 

First  evidence  that  it  would  only  be 
a  matter  of  hours  before  the  general 
strike  was  ended  came  in  an  announce- 
ment from  the  East  Bay  area  issued  by 
the  Strike  Strategy  Committee  of  the 
Central  Labor  Council  and  Building 
Trades  Council  of  Alameda  County. 
On  the  evening  of  July  18th  this  com- 
mittee issued  a  statement  in  which  it 
said: 

"The  labor  unions  of  Alameda  County 
originally  took  action  in  view  of  the  de- 
sire of  the  San  Francisco  movement  to  be 
helpful  in  bringing  about  the  objectives 
sought  by  the  maritime  organizations. 

"In  view  of  the  developments  in  San 
Francisco  wherein  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee has  permitted  certain  organizations 
of  labor  to  return  to  work,  the  Strike  Com- 
mittee of  the  Central  Labor  Council  and 
the  Building  Trades  Council  of  Alameda 
County  came  to  the  conclusion  tonight  that 
it  would  be  unfair  to  the  unions  in  this 
district  to  continue  to  strike. 

"Therefore  the  Strike  Committee  has 
called  a  joint  meeting  of  all  bona  fide  del- 
egates of  both  Co-uncils,  for  Thursday  eve- 
ning, in  the  Labor  Temple,  at  8  o'clock 
at  which  time  the  matter  of  calling  off 
the  general  strike  will  be  submitted  and 
the  question  of  instructing  members 
whether  they  will  return  to  work  Friday 
morning  will  be  submitted."101 

Restoration  of  service  on  the  Key 
System  Lines,  effective  as  of  the  morn- 
ing of  July  19th,  was  announced  by 
the  Carmen's  Union  at  the  same  time 
that  the  resolution  of  the  Alameda 
County  labor  organizations  was  re- 
leased. This  not  only  restored  ferry 
service  on  this  system  to  San  Francisco 


(100)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  18,  1934. 

(101)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  19,  1934. 

(102)  Ibid. 


but  also  involved  interurban  trains  con- 
necting with  the  ferry  system,  and  locaj 
street  car  and  motor  bus  service  in 
Alameda  County.102 

In  San  Francisco  major  hotels  which, 
as  already  indicated,  had  only  been 
serving  meals  to  their  house  guests,  and 
which  had  closed  their  regular  dining 
rooms,  threw  them  open  to  the  public 
on  the  evening  of  July  18th,  even 
though  the  striking  culinary  workers 
had  not  returned  to  their  places.105 

One  more  important  series  of  blows 
was  struck  toward  the  close  of  the 
strike  which  undoubtedly  tended  to  in- 
crease the  celerity  of  its  collapse.  The 
first  of  these  was  a  statement  issued 
by  General  Johnson  on  the  afternoon 
of  July  18th  in  which  the  doughty  cav- 
alry officer  made  clear  the  attitude  of 
himself  and  of  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board,  for  which  he  was 
acting  as  spokesman,  in  regard  to  the 
general  strike  situation.  The  General 
said  : 

"I  am  here  to  do  what  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment can  do  to  aid  these  Coast  com- 
munities to  settle  this  trouble.  It  is  their 
job  in  the  first  instance  but  the  Federal 
Government  cannot  act  under  the  continu- 
ing coercion  of  a  general  strike.  The  first 
steps  to  peace  and  agreement  is  to  lift 
that  strike.  Until  that  is  done  I  have 
nothing  to  offer."104 

Mayor  Rossi  also  indicated  that  there 
could  be  no  further  discussion  of  pro- 
posals to  end  the  maritime  strikes  un- 
til the  general  strike  situation  had  been 
cleared  up  when  he  said  on  the  same 
date: 

"In  the  presence  of  the  general  strike 
nothing  can  be  accomplished.  That  strike 
must  be  ended."105 

It  was  also  announced  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  19th  that  all  ship  lines 
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which  had  canceled  San  Francisco  as  a 
port  of  call  since  early  in  May,  and  in- 
cluding the  important  vessels  of  the 
Matson  Navigation  Company  and  the 
Dollar  Lines,  had  radioed  such  of  their 
ships  as  were  at  sea  and  which  would 
normally  have  called  at  San  Francisco 
to  put  in  at  that  port  on  regular  sched- 
ule.106 As  a  result  a  number  of  vessels 
immediately  headed  for  San  Francisco 
and  arrived  there  during  the  course  of 
the  next  day  or  two. 

The  fact  that  the  Market  Street  Rail- 
way had  operated  its  first  cars  on 
Wednesday,  July  18th,  under  police 
convoy  and  that  some  18  of  its  lines 
were  placed  in  service  on  the  follow- 
ing morning107  also  tended  to  indicate 
to  the  strikers  that  the  general  strike 
had  to  all  intents  and  purposes  col- 
lapsed. While  the  Market  Street  Rail- 
way did  not  resume  normal  service  on 
all  of  its  lines,  and  did  not  resume 
night  service  on  any  of  its  lines  until 
the  following  week  when  its  men  re- 
turned to  work  following  an  agree- 
ment to  arbitrate  their  independent 
strike,  which  occurred  simultaneously 
with  that  of  the  general  strike,  the  res- 
toration of  daytime  service  on  the 
streets  of  San  Francisco  on  a  number 
of  the  more  important  lines  materially 
aided  the  citizens  of  the  community  in 
reaching  the  downtown  area  from  out- 
lying sections. 

Finally,  Bridges  as  Chairman  of  the 
San  Francisco  Strike  Committee,  was 
reported  in  the  press  as  having  made 
a  statement  at  the  Labor  Temple 
charged  with  bitterness  in  which  he 
said: 

"The  general  strike  is  busted  but  the 
maritime  strike  goes  on.  The  general  strike 
was  broken  by  the  return  of  the  carmen 
and  the  lifting  of  restrictions  upon  food 
and  gasoline."10^ 

(106)  S.  F.  News,  July  19,  1934. 

(107)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  19,  1934. 


At  1:15  P.  M.  on  July  19th  the 
General  Strike  Committee  of  the  San 
Francisco  Labor  Council  took  a  vote 
on  a  resolution  designed  to  bring  an 
end  to  the  general  strike.  The  com- 
mittee had  been  in  session  during  the 
great  part  of  the  day  but  because  of 
the  strenuous  opposition  of  the  mili- 
tant and  radical  groups  within  the 
Strike  Committee  it  was  not  in  a  posi- 
tion, until  the  time  indicated,  to  bring 
the  question  of  the  resolution  actually 
to  a  vote.  The  motion  passed  by  the 
close  margin  of  191  in  favor  to  174 
against.  It  read  as  follows: 

"WHEREAS,  there  exists  a  crisis  threat- 
ening the  community  with  disastrous  re- 
sults attendant  upon  the  breaking  down  of 
civil  government  when  superseded  by  mar- 
tial law;  and 

"WHEREAS,  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee has  done  everything  within  its  power 
to  avert  this  catastrophe,  and 

"WHEREAS,  this  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee has  proposed  a  fair  and  equitable 
basis  upon  which  this  general  strike  may 
be  ended  at  once,  and 

"WHEREAS,  the  President's  Longshore- 
men's Board  has  endorsed  the  action  taken 
by  the  general  strike  committee  as  follows: 
(The  resolution  here  quoted  in  full  the 
statement  issued  on  July  18th  by  the  Na- 
tional Longshoremen's  Board.  See  page 
162.) 

"Therefore,  be  it  resolved,  That  this 
General  Strike  Committee,  in  meeting  as- 
sembled on  July  19,  1934,  now  proposes 
that  upon  acceptance  by  the  shipowners 
and  employers  of  the  striking  maritime 
workers,  of  the  terms  of  the  President's 
Longshoremen's  Board  for  settlement  of 
this  strike,  that  this  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee will  accept  such  basis  for  the  im- 
mediate termination  of  the  strike. 

"And  be  it  further  resolved,  That  this 
General  Strike  Committee  hereby  advises 
all  those  unions  that  are  now  out  on  strike 
in  sympathy  with  the  maritime  workers  of 
longshoremen  to  immediately  resume  work, 
and  that  we  pledge  every  resource,  moral 
and  financial,  for  the  continued  prosecu- 
tion to  a  successful  termination  of  the 

(108)   S.  F.  Examiner.  July  18,  1934. 
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maritime      workers      and      longshoremen's 
strike."™* 

The  effect  of  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  was  both  spectacular  and 
highly  interesting  as  indicative  of  the 
attitude  of  the  rank  and  file  of  San 
Francisco  workers  in  regard  to  the  gen- 
eral strike.  News  of  what  had  taken 
place  spread  over  the  city  within  a  few 
moments  by  personal  communication, 
telephone  calls,  extras  on  the  street  and 
the  radio  so  that  within  a  comparatively 
short  time  after  the  resolution  had  ac- 
tually been  passed  the  entire  city  had 
been  advised  of  its  contents.  Within 
less  than  thirty  minutes  of  the  time  the 
resolution  was  approved  the  first  taxi- 
cab  appeared  on  the  streets  and  within 
a  short  time  cabs  were  again  standing 
in  their  customary  ranks  waiting  for 
customers  or  cruising  the  streets'.  A 
short  time  later  the  first  trucks  ap- 
peared and  before  the  afternoon  was 
over  the  streets  were  full  of  vehicles 
and  conditions  were  apparently  nor- 
mal. In  fact,  conditions  seemed,  if 
anything,  to  be  supernormal  because 
with  street  car  transportation  still  seri- 
ously crippled  because  the  Market 
Street  Railway  cars  were  only  running 
on  certain  lines,  the  streets  were  choked 
with  an  unusual  number  of  automo- 
biles, free  for  the  first  time  to  move 
without  prejudice  to  the  possible  re- 
newal of  gasoline  supplies.  This  tre- 
mendous influx  of  autos  was  added 
to  the  wild  scramble  of  trucks,  and 
the  fact  that  there  was  a  complete  ab- 
sence of  traffic  officers  because  of  their 
assignment  to  other  strike  duty,  cre- 
ated an  unusual  congestion  at  many  im- 
portant downtown  corners  and  vehicles 
moved  with  exasperating  slowness. 
Within  an  hour  of  the  time  the  strike 
had  been  called  off  the  first  trucks  ap- 


peared on  the  waterfront  under  the  pro- 
tection of  the  military  and,  manned 
with  regular  Union  drivers,  backed  into 
the  congested  docks  and  commenced 
the  movement  of  freight  which,  in 
some  instances,  had  been  lying  there 
for  more  than  ten  weeks.  The  contrast 
between  the  deserted  aspect  of  the 
city  streets  on  July  16th  and  their  ap- 
pearance on  the  morning  of  July  19th 
was  almost  unbelievable.  The  general 
strike  had  been  in  effect  for  77  hours. 

Although  on  the  afternoon  of  July 
19th  it  appeared  that  there  had  been  a 
complete  collapse  of  the  general  strike 
and  although,  as  final  events  disclosed, 
this  was,  in  fact,  the  case,  there  was 
still  to  be  a  period  of  extreme  anxiety 
before  there  could  be  any  certainty  that 
serious  trouble  was  not  still  ahead  for 
the  community.  It  has  been  pointed  out 
on  several  occasions  that  the  Teamsters' 
Union  was  the  key  to  the  whole  water- 
front situation  and  that  until  the  team- 
sters returned  to  work  and  agreed  to 
haul  cargo  without  discrimination  as  to 
its  source  or  destination  and  regardless 
of  who  had  handled  it,  the  problem 
created  by  the  longshoremen's  and  sea- 
men's strikes  was  still  hanging  omin- 
ously over  the  city. 

On  the  afternoon  of  July  19th, 
shortly  after  the  vote  taken  by  the 
General  Strike  Committee,  Mr.  Casey 
telephoned  to  the  offices  of  the  Indus- 
trial Association  and  advised  that  his 
men  were  returning  to  work  without 
any  reservations  and  that  they  were 
hauling  from  the  waterfront  already.110 
When  Mr.  Casey  was  asked  at  this  time 
what  action  he  proposed  to  take  in  con- 
nection with  the  several  thousand  tons 
of  merchandise  stored  in  the  ware- 
houses of  the  Atlas  Trucking  Company 
he  replied  that  his  men  would  handle 


(109)   S.  F.  Examiner,  July  20,  1934. 
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this  merchandise  as  well  as  any  other. 
He  stated,  however,  that  a  regular 
weekly  meeting  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  would  be  held  that  evening  and 
that  at  that  time  final  action  in  con- 
nection with  the  strike  would  be  taken. 
He  also  expressed  the  opinion  that  no 
adverse  sentiment  towards  resumption 
of  general  hauling  would  be  mani- 
fested. 

When,  however,  the  meeting  was 
called  to  order  it  developed  that  there 
were  a  very  substantial  number  of  die- 
hards  present  who  were  opposed  to  a 
return  to  work.  While  the  officers 
were  of  the  opinion  that  they  could 
probably  force  through  a  vote  order- 
ing the  men  back  to  work  without  res- 
ervation they  stated111  that  they  felt 
this  action  was  inadvisable  and  in  view 
of  the  uncertainty  as  to  the  divided 
sentiment  of  the  group  such  action 
might  result  in  a  decision  on  the  part 
of  the  Union  to  continue  the  water- 
front embargo. 

A  motion  was  therefore  adopted  at 
the  meeting,  to  hold  on  July  20th,  an 
all  day  secret  ballot  of  the  teamsters 
on  the  question: 

"The  General  Strike  Committee  has  or- 
dered all  men  on  sympathy  strike  with  the 
longshoremen  to  return  to  work.  Are  you 
in  favor  of  returning  to  work?"112 

Tension  during  the  20th  in  connec- 
tion with  the  action  to  be  taken  by  the 
teamsters  was  extreme.  Rumors  were 
flying  thick  and  fast  that  there  would 
be  a  continuation  by  the  teamsters  of 
the  waterfront  embargo.  At  the  same 
time  other  reports  were  to  the  effect 
that  the  men  were  voting  heavily  for 
a  return  to  work.  About  4  P.  M.  al- 
though the  balloting  period  had  not 

(111)  Statement  of  Mr.  Casey  to  writer. 

(112)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  20,  1934. 

(113)  Statement  by  J.  W.   Vizzard,   Secretary, 
Draymen's  Association,  to  writer. 


actually  closed,  officials  of  the  Union 
opened  the  ballot  box  and  began  the 
count.113  Within  a  comparatively  few 
minutes  it  was  disclosed  that  the  vote 
in  favor  of  returning  to  work  was  ap- 
proximately four  to  one.  The  final 
count,  announced  shortly  after  8  P.  M., 
was  1138  in  favor  of  unequivocal  re- 
sumption of  teaming  with  283  voting 
in  the  negative.  Immediately  the  offi- 
cials of  the  Brotherhood  issued  a  gen- 
eral order  to  its  membership  in  which 
the  terms  of  the  question  on  which  the 
men  had  voted  and  the  results  of  the 
balloting  were  announced.  The  state- 
ment from  the  Executive  Committee 
of  the  Union  closed  with  this  signifi- 
cant paragraph: 

"The  majority  being  in  favor  of  return- 
ing to  work  the  Executive  Committee  of 
the  Brotherhood  and  the  Strike  Committee 
instructs  the  membership  to  return  to  their 
employment  and  do-  all  work  without  res- 
ervation."114 

On  the  following  morning  the 
waterfront  was  so  congested  with  trucks 
that  it  was  difficult  to  move  in  the 
neighborhood  of  the  docks.  Because  of 
the  freight  piled  up  on  the  piers,  the 
narrowness  of  the  alleys  between  the 
freight  piles,  the  general  congestion 
and  the  uncertainty  of  the  location  of 
specific  items  of  freight,  it  was  im- 
possible for  trucks  to  load  in  the  or- 
dinary orderly  fashion  with  the  result 
that  long  queues  of  trucks  were  lined 
up  in  front  of  each  pier  waiting  for 
an  opportunity  to  enter  and  secure  a 
load.  The  Teamsters'  Union,  on  the 
same  day,  commenced  the  hauling  of 
freight  from  the  Atlas  Trucking  Com- 
pany's warehouse.115 

With  the  return  of  the  teamsters  to 
work,  except  for  the  longshoremen  and 


(114)  From  original  order  of  Teamsters'   Exe- 
cutive Committee. 

(115)  Records  of  Atlas  Trucking  Company. 
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maritime  crafts,  there  was  only  one 
union  still  on  strike.  This  was  the  lo- 
cal of  the  Market  Street  Railway  af- 
filiated with  the  Amalgamated  Associa- 
tion of  Street  and  Electric  Railway 
Workers. 

In  the  East  Bay  area  the  Strike 
Strategy  Committee  called  off  the  gen- 
eral strike  at  its  meeting  on  the  eve- 
ning of  July  19th.116  Three  unions  re- 
mained on  strike  there,  the  Teamsters 
voting  to  return  to  work  early  in  the 
following  week,  while  the  Laundry 
Workers  and  Cleaners  and  Dyers, 
which  organizations  had  independent 
strikes,  remained  out.  Discussion  of  a 
general  strike  in  other  Pacific  Coast 
ports  ceased  completely. 

However,  the  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee of  the  San  Francisco  Labor 
Council  did  not  immediately  disband 
and  it  was  announced  by  Chairman 
Vandeleur  that  the  committee  had 
adopted  a  resolution11?  that  it  would 
remain  in  existence  until  such  time  as 
it  had  been  dissolved  by  the  President 
and  that  officer  was  required  "to  recall 
the  general  committee  if  he  so  desires 
in  behalf  of  organized  labor  and  their 
interests."  The  resolution  also  urged 
that  to  further  a  speedy  peace  state 
troops  should  be  withdrawn  from  the 
waterfront  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

Statements  congratulating  organized 
labor  in  San  Francisco  as  well  as  the 
citizens  of  the  community,  were  issued 
by  both  Governor  Merriam  and  Mayor 
Rossi.  As  they  were,  in  effect,  a  period 
to  the  general  strike  story,  rather  than 
a  part  thereof,  no  further  reference 
will  be  made  to  them  here. 

In  an  Associated  Press  dispatch  from 
New  York,  Ryan,  as  President  of  the 
I.  L.  A.,  issued  a  statement  to  the 


(116)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  20,  1934. 

(117)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  20,  1934. 

(118)  S.  F.  News,  July  20,  1934. 


effect  that  conservative  union  leaders 
in  San  Francisco  had  sanctioned  a  gen- 
eral strike  in  order  to  force  a  show- 
down and  terminate  the  activities  of 
Bridges.118 

This  militant  chairman  of  the  Long- 
shoremen's Strike  Committee,  however, 
issued  a  statement  in  which  he  indi- 
cated that  as  far  as  his  view  of  the 
longshoremen's  and  maritime  strike 
difficulties  was  concerned  the  collapse 
of  the  general  strike  had  not  affected 
the  situation  in  any  way.  In  this  con- 
nection Bridges  said: 

"The  committee  still  assumes  its  orig- 
inal stand  for  recognition  for  seafaring 
unions,  abolition  of  company-controlled  hir- 
ing halls  for  seamen,  and  control  of  long- 
shoremen's hiring  halls  by  the  longshore- 
men. 

"The  committee  is  awaiting  the  next 
step  of  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
before  making  any  definite  plans  for  the 
future.  Tomorrow  night  at  8  o'clock  San 
Francisco  members  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  will  meet  at 
Eagles  Hall  to  discuss  future  plans.  The 
sentiment  of  the  men  is  very  solid.  And 
in  going  out  on  general  strike  the  unions 
of  San  Francisco  proved  that  they  would 
not  stand  by  and  see  the  maritime  unions 
crushed."  W 

Criticism  of  the  technique  of  the  Gen- 
eral Strike  Committee  was  made  by 
Mallen  of  the  I.  L.  A.  publicity  com- 
mittee when  he  said : 

"The  various  unions  were  allowed  to 
go  out  at  different  times.  Had  they  all  been 
called  out  together,  in  one  mass  move- 
ment, the  effect  would  have  been  greater, 
even  if  the  strike  had  only  lasted  twenty- 
four  hours."120 

The  Joint  Marine  Strike  Committee, 
representing  all  the  striking  maritime 
crafts,  also  issued  a  statement  on  July 
20th  which  is  of  considerably  more 
importance,  from  a  historical  stand- 


(119)  Ibid. 
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point,  and  will,  therefore,  be  given  in 
full.  The  statement  said: 

"The  Joint  Marine  Strike  Committee, 
representing  the  longshoremen  and  mari- 
time unions  that  have  been  on  strike  for 
over  two  months,  desires  to  take  this  op- 
portunity to  express  its  sincere  apprecia- 
tion to  the  entire  labor  movement  for  its 
tremendous  show  of  unity. 

"It  became  apparent  to  all  organized  la- 
bor that  as  the  struggle  of  workers  on  the 
waterfront  developed,  this  struggle  was  be- 
coming more  than  a  waterfront  strike.  The 
Industrial  Association  of  San  Francisco,  by 
entering  into  the  strike  and  by  its  use  of 
force  and  brutal  tactics,  emphasized  the 
realization  in  the  minds  of  organized  la- 
bor and  its  supporters  that  this  Association 
was  a  destructive  force,  which  has  now 
been  shown  up  in  its  true  colors  to  the 
public. 

"The  mass  strike  of  organized  labor  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  united  sympathy 
of  the  public  at  large  with  the  strikers  has 
proved  conclusively  that  this  city  will  not 
stand  for  an  organization  such  as  the  In- 
dustrial Association,  whose  only  aim  is  to 
destroy,  in  whatever  manner  it  can,  re- 
gardless of  the  monetary  costs  and  the  cost 
of  '  lives,  the  rights  of  American  work- 
ingmen. 

"The  longshoremen  and  maritime  work- 
ers feel  more  strengthened  in  their  posi- 
tion today  than  at  any  time  during  the 
entire  maritime  strike.  The  tremendous  co- 
operation received  from  the  other  organ- 
izations and  from  the  public  at  large 
proves  conclusively  the  justice  of  our  po- 
sition and  points  directly  to  the  fact  that 
the  American  people  will  give  all  so  that 
American  working  men  and  women  shall 
have  the  right  to  organize  to  strike  for 
just  aims. 

"The  strike  of  the  longshoremen  and 
maritime  unions  is  continuing  and  is 
stronger  today  than  ever.  Our  position  is 
fortified  by  the  show  of  strength  from  the 
rest  of  organized  labor  and  by  the  fact  that 
the  working  men  and  women  in  this  city 
refuse  to  be  browbeaten  by  a  group  of  un- 
just, misled  employers,  organized  in  the 
form  of  the  Industrial  Association  of  San 
Francisco,  whose  definite  object  is  to  de- 
stroy bona  fide  American  labor  organiza- 
tions."^! 


This  chapter  on  the  general  strike 
can  close  with  no  statement  more  im- 
portant than  that  issued  by  President 
Green  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  on  July  20th  from  the  headquar- 
ters of  the  Federation  in  Washington. 
President  Green's  statement  discussing 
the  general  strike  was  as  follows: 

"The  sound,  sober  judgment  of  the  or- 
ganized workers  of  San  Francisco  finally 
asserted  itself.  They  made  a  grave  mistake 
when  they  engaged  in  a  sympathetic  strike, 
but  they  acted  wisely  when  they  ordered 
it  officially  terminated.  They  are  to  be 
heartily  commended  for  the  action  taken. 

"Workers  who  are  organized  into 
unions  affiliated  with  the  American  Fed- 
eration of  Labor  cannot  afford  to  engage 
in  a  sympathetic  strike  when  such  action 
calls  for  the  violation  of  contracts  arrived 
at  through  collective  bargaining,  and  in- 
volves the  possibility  of  losing  all  the  eco- 
nomic gains  that  may  have  been  secured 
through  years  of  sacrifice  and  effort.  It  is 
a  dangerous  experimentation  frought  with 
grave  consequences.  The  economic  losses 
which  workers  sustain  when  they  are  com- 
pelled to  return  to  work,  demoralized  and 
disheartened  as  the  result  of  the  loss  of  a 
sympathetic  strike,  cannot  be  adequately 
appraised. 

"No  sympathetic  strike  of  any  conse- 
quence or  possessed  of  any  national  sig- 
nificance was  ever  won.  To  the  contrary 
the  record  shows  that  all  experiments  of 
this  kind  have  failed.  These  are  stern 
facts  which  all  workers  who  do  not  see 
in  every  strike  the  possibilities  of  a  po- 
litical revolution  must  ultimately  learn. 

"When  a  sympathetic  strike  occurs,  the 
issues  primarily  responsible  for  the  strike 
become  subordinated  and  a  new  conflict 
arises  between  those  engaged  in  the  strike 
and  governmental  authorities. 

"The  sympathetic  strike  is  immediately 
accepted  as  a  challenge  to  government  and 
because  the  government  must  be  supreme, 
it  is  compelled  to  bring  all  its  resources 
into  action.  That  means  that  the  workers 
on  strike  are  no-  longer  fighting  against  the 
employers  who  were  responsible  for  cre- 
ating the  original  issue  which  caused  the 
strike,  but  instead,  the  fight  is  between 
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the  Gty,  State  and  Federal  Governments  "Fortunately,  the  sympathetic  strike  in 
on  the  one  side  and  the  strikers  on  the  San  Francisco  was  terminated  before  this 
other.  point  was  reached.  That  means  that  now 
"Everyone  must  know  and  understand  the  organized  labor  movement  in  San 
that  in  such  a  conflict  the  government  must  Francisco  and  elsewhere  can  give  all  sup- 
win;  it  cannot  surrender.  It  must  establish  port  possible  to  the  striking  longshoremen 
its  supremacy,  and  usually  the  result  of  and  associated  organizations,  and  can  de- 
such  a  conflict  is  that  the  government  wins,  mand  and  require  that  the  differences  and 
the  strikers  lose,  and  the  employers  disputes  responsible  for  the  longshoremen's 
against  whom  the  original  strike  was  di-  strike  are  all  submitted  to  a  fair  tribunal 
rected  become  the  beneficiaries.  for  final  decision  and  final  settlement."122 


(122)   S.  F.  Examiner,  July  21,  1934. 
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WHILE  this  chapter  is  intended 
to  cover  the  few  days  follow- 
ing the  return  of  the  union 
teamsters  to  work  and  to  again  take  up 
the  longshore  and  maritime  strikes,  it 
is  necessary  to  retrace  slightly  the 
chronology  since  one  of  the  most  im- 
portant events  in  connection  with  the 
entire  maritime  difficulties  took  place 
on  July  20th  before  the  teamsters  had 
actually  returned  and  while  in  fact  they 
were  taking  their  referendum  ballot  on 
the  question  of  accepting  the  resolution 
of  the  General  Strike  Committee. 

Early  on  the  morning  of  July  20th 
representatives  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union,  of  the  newspaper  pub- 
lishers, and  of  the  Industrial  Associa- 
tion left  San  Francisco  and  went  to 
Woodside,  a  community  some  35  miles 
to  the  south,  where  John  Francis  Ney- 
lan,  the  western  representative  of  the 
Hearst  interests,  has  his  home.  Later 
this  conference  was  joined  by  several 
representatives  of  the  steamship  com- 
panies. In  a  conference  that  lasted  dur- 
ing the  better  part  of  the  day  and  a 
portion  of  the  evening,  the  question  of 
steps  to  be  taken  in  connection  with 
the  maritime  strikes  was  discussed. 
There  was  considerable  divergence  of 
opinion  as  to  the  best  policy  to  be  pur- 
sued and  it  was  finally  agreed  that  re- 
resentations  would  be  made  to  the  vari- 
ous steamship  companies,  most  of 
whom  were  not  represented  at  the 
meeting,  urging  them  to  accept  a  plan 
of  arbitration  for  the  various  seagoing 
crafts  providing  the  Longshoremen's 
Association  voted  to  submit  all  differ- 
ences to  the  President's  Arbitration 
Board.1  At  the  conclusion  of  the  con- 


ference in  the  early  evening  a  statement 
was  issued  as  follows: 

"Seeking  a  solution  of  the  remaining 
questions  at  issue  in  the  waterfront  strike, 
representatives  of  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers' Union,  of  the  steamship  companies,  of 
the  San  Francisco  Industrial  Association 
and  of  the  six  newspapers  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  area  held  an  all  day  confer- 
ence yesterday. 

"The  employers  had  agreed  with  the 
President's  Mediation  Board  to  arbitrate  all 
differences  with  the  longshoremen  and  to 
bargain  collectively  with  the  maritime 
unions  if  and  when  they  select  representa- 
tives under  the  direction  of  the  Board.  The 
employers  have  not  heretofore  agreed  to 
arbitrate  with  maritime  unions. 

"In  view  of  the  stand  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  in  returning  to  work  and  other  de- 
velopments to  bring  about  industrial  peace 
and  harmony,  the  members  of  this  confer- 
ence believe  that  in  event  the  Longshore- 
men's Union  should  vote  to  submit  all 
differences  to  arbitration  by  the  President's 
Board,  the  steamship  owners  should  agree 
to  add  to  their  o-ffer  already  made  and 
should  agree  to  arbitrate  hours,  wages  and 
working  conditions  with  the  maritime 
unions. 

"Following  the  conference  steamship  rep- 
resentatives consulted  the  numerous  com- 
panies involved  and  have  obtained  their 
adherence  to  a  plan  of  arbitration,  if  the 
Longshoremen's  Union  will  make  such 
course  possible.2 

Apprised  of  this  action  and  of  the 
substance  of  the  statement  emanating 
from  this  joint  conference  Mayor  Rossi 
in  turn  issued  a  statement  in  which  he 
congratulated  the  parties  involved  on 
the  stand  taken  by  them  and  expressed 
the  hope  that  it  would  mean  the  speedy 
opening  of  the  Port  of  San  Francisco 
and  the  complete  termination  of  all  in- 
dustrial difficulties.5 

With  the  San  Francisco  waterfront 
undisturbed  by  violence,  but  with  riot- 


(1)  Records  of  the  Industrial  Association. 


(2)  S.  F.  News,  July  21,  1934. 


(3)  Ibid. 
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ing  of  a  serious  character  taking  place 
in  Portland  and  Seattle  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Local  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  met  on  the  eve- 
ning of  July  21st  to  consider  the  pro- 
posal made  by  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers' Union  and  the  steamship  com- 
panies.4 Simultaneously  the  longshore 
locals  in  other  ports  considered  the 
proposal  with  the  result  that  all  locals 
in  the  Pacific  Coast  District  agreed  to 
submit  to  the  membership  of  the  Union 
the  following  question: 

"Will  the  I.  L.  A.  agree  to  submit  to 
arbitration  by  the  President's  Board  the 
issues  in  dispute  in  the  Longshoremen's 
strike,  and  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  the 
Board  ?"5 

It  was  stated  that  a  majority  vote  of 
the  entire  Pacific  Coast  District  would 
decide  the  question  of  acceptance  of 
the  proposal  and  that  no  regard  would 
be  paid  to  the  unit  votes  of  individual 
locals. 

A  possible  obstacle  to  a  satisfactory 
conclusion  of  the  longshoremen's  dif- 
ficulties developed  in  San  Francisco 
when  representatives  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
objected  that  police  and  members  of 
the  National  Guard  were  not  permit- 
ting members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  to  picket 
the  San  Francisco  waterfront.6  Com- 
plaint was  also  made  that  permission 
was  denied  to  representatives  of  the  I. 
L.  A.  to  patrol  the  waterfront  peace- 
fully and  to  pick  up  longshoremen 
found  there  in  order  that  they  might 
be  taken  to  headquarters  to  vote.  After 
a  conference  with  representatives  of  the 
National  Guard  the  military  lines  were 
withdrawn  some  distance  on  the  un- 
derstanding that  the  strikers  would  not 
approach  the  waterfront  beyond  a  point 
established  by  the  Guardsmen.7 

On  July  23d  Senator  Robert  F.  Wag- 

(4)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  22,  1934 

(5)  S.  F.  News,  July  23,  1934. 

(6)  S.  F.  News,  July  23,  1934. 


ner  who  had  arrived  in  San  Francisco 
on  July  20th,  left  for  the  East  by 
plane.  Before  his  departure,  Senator 
Wagner,  who  had  no  direct  part  in  any 
of  the  negotiations  looking  toward  the 
end  of  the  strike,  expressed  his  pleas- 
ure and  gratification  at  the  outcome.8 

All  balloting  on  the  proposal  for  the 
longshoremen  to  accept  arbitration  was 
carried  out  under  the  direct  supervision 
of  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
in  all  ports.  The  ballots  were  controlled 
by  the  Board  which  appointed  its  rep- 
resentatives at  each  polling  place  to 
supervise  the  election  and  guarantee 
that  the  sanctity  of  the  ballot  was  pre- 
served. The  actual  counting  of  the  votes 
at  a  later  date  was  also  under  the  su- 
pervision of  the  representatives  of  the 
Board.* 

While  the  balloting  was  going  on 
the  San  Francisco  press  commented 
favorably  on  the  attitude  of  the  ship- 
owners with  particular  reference  to  the 
fact  that  no  effort  had  been  made  by 
them  to  exploit  the  errors  of  the  gen- 
eral strike  and  to  retaliate  by  severe 
reprisals  against  an  obviously  weakened 
labor  movement.  The  most  significant 
of  these  statements  appeared  in  the 
San  Francisco  News  which  had  been 
the  most  critical  of  all  the  San  Fran- 
cisco papers  of  the  stand  of  the  em- 
ployers and  their  representatives.  In  its 
issue  of  July  23rd  in  its  leading  edi- 
torial headed  "Good  for  the  Shipown- 
ers" this  paper  said: 

"What  can  be  said  for  our  own  shipping 
men  is  that  they  have  spoken,  in  effect,  a 
very  sincere  mea  culpa  and  that  ever  since 
the  longshoremen  organized  and  presented 
their  grievances  they  have  shown  a  willing- 
ness to  mediate  and  arbitrate  in  sharp  con- 
trast with  the  refusal  of  the  men  to-  reach 
a  settlement  on  any  basis  except  complete 
surrender  by  the  owners.  That  would  have 

(7)  Ibid. 

(8)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  23,  1934. 

(9)  S.  F.  News,  July  24,  1934. 
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meant  15  hours  a  week  for  each  of  more 
than  4000  men,  many  of  whom  are  not 
longshoremen,  to  be  doled  out  by  union 
officials,  with  dock  foremen  and  superin- 
tendents powerless  to  organize  an  efficient 
working  staff  composed  of  men  familiar 
with  the  dock,  ship  and  cargo." 

It  closed  its  editorial  with  this  para- 
graph: 

"San  Francisco  can  indulge  in  heartfelt 
congratulations  in  spite  of  all  our  mistakes 
and  misfortunes  we  are  coming  out  of  the 
waterfront  trouble  on  a  solid  basis  of  jus- 
tice and  fair  dealing." 

On  the  first  day  of  the  balloting  it 
was  announced  that  by  6  P.  M.  ap- 
proximately 2000  longshoremen  had 
voted  in  San  Francisco.  In  some  other 
ports  voting  did  not  begin  until  con- 
siderably later  than  in  San  Francisco 
with  the  result  that  a  substantially 
smaller  portion  of  eligible  men  had 
voted  when  the  ballot  boxes  were 
closed  on  that  day.  Instead  of  estab- 
lishing a  deadline  which  would  have 
resulted  in  the  disfranchisement  of 
men  employed  after  that  date,  the  only 
qualification  to  cast  a  ballot  in  this 
election  was  the  possession  of  a  mem- 
bership card  in  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association.  Asked  what  he 
thought  the  results  of  the  balloting 
would  be  Lewis,  President  of  the  Dis- 
trict I.  L.  A.,  who  was  in  Portland, 
Oregon,  said: 

"I  am  hopeful  the  men  will  vote  for 
arbitration.  They  are  going  to  be  ready  to 
seriously  consider  the  question  and  I  think 
they  will  submit  to  arbitration."  10 

On  July  24th  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board  resumed  its  direct 
conferences  with  representatives  of  em- 
ployers and  workers.  After  meeting 
both  groups  separately  the  Board  ar- 
ranged for  a  joint  conference  to  be  at- 


tended by  four  representatives  from 
each  group.11  During  the  conferences 
with  the  Board  the  men  submitted  pro- 
posals looking  toward  a  settlement  as 
follows : 

"All  strike  breakers  should  be  removed 
from  the  docks;  no  discrimination  should 
be  shown  against  the  men  for  union  activ- 
ity; hiring  from  sidewalks  should  be  elimi- 
nated in  favor  of  hiring  from  the  hall; 
neither  the  unions  nor  representatives  of 
the  employers'  union  jointly  to  control  the 
hiring  hall."12 

At  the  same  time  it  became  known 
that  the  Board  would  propose  that  the 
men  should  return  to  the  positions 
which  they  occupied  before  the  strike, 
that  the  question  of  the  hiring  halls 
would  be  left  entirely  with  the  Board, 
and  that  hours  and  wages  under  any 
arbitration  proceeding  would  be  retro- 
active to  the  date  of  the  termination 
of  the  strike.  As  indicative  of  the  fact 
that  the  more  radical  group  of  the 
longshoremen  was  not  yet  reconciled 
to  the  results  of  the  strike  it  was  re- 
ported that  Bridges  at  a  special  meeting 
of  the  longshoremen  held  on  July  23d 
urged  the  men  not  to  return  to  work 
until  both  the  longshoremen  and  sea- 
men were  given  control  of  the  hiring 
halls.13  Mallen  also  indicated  that  he 
did  not  think  the  members  of  the  I.  L. 
A.  would  return  to  work  until  the  sea- 
men also  returned.14 

Predictions  that  the  longshoremen 
would  cast  a  ballot  strongly  in  favor 
of  arbitration  were  borne  out  when  the 
votes  by  ports  were  counted.  With  only 
a  few  ballots  missing  from  scattering 
small  ports,  said  not  to  exceed  500  in 
all,  the  vote  stood  6378  for  arbitration 
with  1471  opposed.  The  actual  vote  by 
ports  was: 


(10)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  23.  1934. 

(11)  S.  F.  News,  July  24,  1934. 

(12)  Ibid. 


(13)  Ibid. 

(14)  Ibid. 
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Port 


Yes 


San  Francisco 

2014 

722 

Oakland 

302 

37 

San  Pedro 

1211 

149 

Portland 

795 

33 

Seattle 

762 

103 

Tacoma 

464 

87 

San  Diego 

52 

2 

Stockton 

52 

7 

Astoria 

94 

33 

Rainier,  Wash. 

30 

1 

St.  Helens,  Ore. 

58 

5 

Longview,  Wash. 

93 

44 

Vancouver,  Wash. 

52 

3 

Olympia 

99 

28 

North  Bend,  Ore. 

88 

1 

Raymond,  Wash. 

37 

61 

Aberdeen,  Wash. 

175 

155 

Totals 


6378  147115 


On  the  day  that  the  results  of  the 
balloting  were  announced  the  last  of 
the  troops,  which  had  been  on  the 
waterfront  since  July  5,  were  with- 
drawn.16 Return  of  troops  to  their 
home  communities  had  begun  on  the 
day  that  the  teamsters  commenced  un- 
restricted hauling,  July  21st,  and  had 
continued  until  on  July  27th  when  the 
final  contingent  was  mustered  out  only 
700  were  still  in  service.  All  of  these 
men  were  from  San  Francisco  com- 
panies. In  this  connection  Mayor  Rossi 
wired  Governor  Merriam  on  July  25th 
urging  that  troops  remain  on  the  Em- 
barcadero  "until  the  final  vote  of  the 
longshoremen  re  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion of  their  differences  with  their  em- 
ployers to  the  President's  mediation 
board  is  announced."17 

During  the  period  of  the  election 
the  Board  had  continued  its  discussions 
with  representatives  of  workers  and 
employers,  attempting  to  meet  in  ad- 

(15)  S.  F.  News,  July  27,  1934. 

(16)  Ibid. 

(17)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  25,  1934. 


vance  all  possible  obstacles  that  might 
interfere  with  a  speedy  arbitration  pro- 
ceeding. During  this  period  A.  H. 
Peterson,  of  the  I.  L.  A.  District  Ex- 
ecutive Committee,  presented  three 
questions  for  the  Board's  consideration. 
They  were:18 

1.  Who   shall   control   the   hiring 
halls?  The  I.  L.  A.  asks  joint 
control. 

2.  What  shall  be  done  with  strike 
breakers  ? 

3.  How  shall  the  return  of  seamen 
be  affected? 

It  was  the  second  of  these  questions 
that  was  to  prove  the  most  troublesome. 
Spokesmen  for  the  longshoremen  stated 
that  the  members  were  inflexible  in 
their  stand  that  they  would  not  go 
back  to  the  docks  until  complete  evac- 
uation of  strike  breakers  had  been 
made.1*  The  most  difficult  question 
from  a  practical  standpoint,  however, 
was  that  relating  to  the  seamen.  The 
plan  to  be  followed  in  taking  a  ballot 
among  this  group  became  a  particularly 
knotty  problem  owing  to  the  fact  that 
so  many  of  the  seamen  were  afloat  that 
it  might  be  months  before  balloting 
could  be  completed.  Suggestions  that 
the  balloting  be  conducted  by  wireless 
were  not  acceptable  to  the  men  as  they 
feared  both  the  influence  of  licensed 
personnel  on  the  voting  and  also  ques- 
tioned both  the  accuracy  and  honesty  of 
returns  of  this  kind.  During  the  course 
of  these  discussions  the  question  of  the 
form  of  ballot  to  be  used  in  the  selec- 
tion of  representatives  of  the  men  in 
collective  bargaining  came  up  for  con- 
sideration. Spokesmen  for  the  seamen 
asked  that  the  ballot  be  in  the  form: 

"Do  you  favor  the  International  Sea- 
men's Union  to  represent  you  in  collective 
bargaining  ? 


(18)  Ibid. 

(19)  Ibid. 
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"If   not,   who   do   you   favor   to   repre- 
sent you?"20 

Steamship  officials  objected  strenuously 
to  the  inclusion  of  the  name  of  any  or- 
ganization on  the  ballot  and  insisted 
that  it  should  be  in  the  general  form: 

"Whom  do  you  favor  to  represent  you  in 
collective  bargaining?"21 

As  already  indicated  the  most  trou- 
blesome of  these  problems,  however, 
was  that  having  to  do  with  the  status 
of  strikebreakers,  of  men  who  had  re- 
mained at  work  during  the  long  con- 
flict whether  previously  affiliated  with 
the  I.  L.  A.  or  not,  and  of  men  who 
had    returned    to    work    during    the 
course  of  the  strike.   As  to   the  first 
of  these  groups,  namely  men  who  had 
been  employed  to  fill  the  places  va- 
cated by  the  strikers,  there  was  no  diffi- 
culty. All  of  these  men  had  been  hired 
on  the  understanding  that  their  em- 
ployment was  only  for  the  duration  of 
the  emergency.  Contracts  had  been  en- 
tered into  with  each  of  them  to  this 
effect.  From  the  beginning  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  took  the  posi- 
tion that  as  soon  as  the  regular  long- 
shoremen   returned    to    work    these 
temporary   employees   would   be   dis- 
charged.22 What  was  to  be  the  status  of 
men  who  had  regularly  been  attached 
to  the  industry  and  who  had  either  re- 
mained at  work  or  who  had  returned 
to  work  during  the  strike?  It  was  the 
contention  of  the  employers  that  those 
men  who  had  normally  found  employ- 
ment on  the  San  Francisco  waterfront 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  strike,  May  9th, 
were  entitled  to  be  considered  as  a  part 
of  the  industry  and   consequently  to 
continue  in  their  employment  after  the 
strikers  should  return  to  work.2 3  The 
longshoremen  on  the  other  hand  in- 

(20)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  26,  1934. 

(21)  Ibid. 

(22)  Statement  of  Mr.  Plant  to  writer. 

(23)  Ibid. 


sisted  that  they  would  not  return  until 
such  time  as  all  men  who  had  worked 
on  the  docks  during  the  strike  had 
been  discharged.  They  also  took  the 
position  that  they  would  not  work  any 
ships  manned  by  strikers  or  non-union 
crews.24 

For  some  days  the  Board  appeared 
to  be  undecided    as  to  the  stand   it 
would  take  on  this  controversial  ques- 
tion of  discharge  of  strikebreakers.  Mr. 
McGrady  is  understood  to  have  sup- 
ported the  position  of  the  longshore- 
men and  to  have  made  clear  his  inter- 
pretation of  the  rights  of  the  strike- 
breakers by  saying  that  if  an  employer 
had  one  hundred  employees  and  two 
struck   and   the  balance  remained   at 
work,  that  the  ninety-eight  would  have 
to   be   considered   as  strikebreakers.25 
The  other  members  of  the  Board,  how- 
ever, did  not  take  this  position,  par- 
ticularly when  it  was  pointed  out  by 
employer  spokesmen  that  none  of  the 
published    decisions   of   the   National 
Labor  Board  laid  down  any  such  ex- 
treme doctrine. 

Meanwhile  on  July  26th  final  deci- 
sion and  agreement  was  reached  on 
the  question  of  the  form  of  the  ballot 
to  be  submitted  to  all  employees  of 
steamship  companies  engaged  in  the 
engine  room,  deck  or  stewards'  depart- 
ments. These  employees  were  to  be 
asked  to  vote  on  a  ballot  reading: 

"By  what  person,  persons,  or  organiza- 
tion do  you  wish  to  be  represented  for  pur- 
poses of  collective  bargaining  with  your 
employer?"26 

The  ballots  were  also  to  bear  a  nota- 
tion to  this  effect: 

"This  ballot  will  be  counted  only  if  the 
National  Longshoremen's  Board  determines 
that  the  voter  is  an  employee  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law  (Public  Resolution  44, 

(24)  S.  F.  News,  July  27,  1934. 

(25)  Statement  of  Albert  E.  Boynton  to  writer. 

(26)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  27,  1934. 
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Seventy-third  Congress)  under  which  the 
election  is  held."27 

This  note  was  said  to  have  been  added 
by  the  Board  on  account  of  the  casual 
character  of  sea-going  employment  and 
in  order  to  guarantee  that  the  eligible 
list  of  voters  would  be  confined  to  men 
who  had  actually  had  employment 
within  a  reasonable  time  with  one  or 
another  of  the  shipping  companies  en- 
gaged in  coastwise  or  inter-coastal  op- 
erations. 

Two  other  events  of  importance  took 
place  on  July  26th  which  belong  in 
this  record.  The  first  of  these  was  a 
declaration  by  Mayor  Rossi  that  the 
state  of  emergency  which  had  been  de- 
clared in  his  proclamation  of  June  14th 
was  at  an  end  and  that  he  therefore 
relinquished  the  emergency  powers 
which  had  been  vested  in  him  under 
the  terms  of  the  charter.  The  second 
was  an  announcement  that  employers 
and  management  of  the  Market  Street 
Railway  had  agreed  to  a  full  arbitra- 
tion of  the  points  in  dispute  and  that 
all  men  on  strike  would  return  to  work 
as  rapidly  as  services  could  be  re-es- 
tablished. 

In  the  course  of  his  proclamation 
Mayor  Rossi  said: 

"During  the  continuance  of  this  emer- 
gency, occasioned  by  a  calling  of  a  general 
strike.  .  .  I  exercised  to  the  best  of  my 
ability  the  broad  powers  conferred  upon 
me.  I  am  pleased  to-  report  that  law  and 
order  were  maintained  and  life  and  prop- 
erty in  San  Francisco  protected,  despite 
provocation  by  minority,  antisocial  elements 
in  the  community  and  without  the  neces- 
sity of  calling  upon  the  military  forces  of 
the  State  of  California  to  supersede  civil 
authorities  under  a  state  of  martial  law."28 

In  connection  with  the  decision  of 
workers  and  management  on  the  Mar- 
ket Street  Railway  one  or  two  points 

(27)  Ibid. 

(28)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  27,  1934. 


not  generally  known  are  deserving  of 
mention  here.  On  July  26th,  Federal 
Conciliator  E.  P.  Marsh  got  in  touch 
with  officers  of  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation with  whom  he  had  long  had 
friendly  contact  and  asked  that  the  As- 
sociation use  its  good  offices  in  at- 
tempting to  arrange  a  conference  be- 
tween Mr.  Marsh,  his  co-conciliator 
E.  H.  Fitzgerald,  and  the  officials  of 
the  Market  Street  Railway.2*  The  As- 
sociation immediately  agreed  to  under- 
take to  bring  about  such  a  conference 
and  after  consultation  with  President 
Samuel  Kahn  of  the  Railroad  a  meet- 
ing was  arranged  for  the  same  after- 
noon. Following  this  meeting  a  state- 
ment was  issued  in  which  the  following 
appeared : 

"Mr.  O'Brien  (J.  P.  O'Brien,  second  in- 
ternational vice-president  of  the  Carmen's 
Union)  and  a  committee  representing  Divi- 
sion 1004  met  with  Mr.  Kahn  and  asso- 
ciates and  agreed  to  submit  their  differ- 
ences to  a  board  of  arbitration  consisting 
of  three  members  appointed  in  the  usual 
way.  The  meeting  of  minds  was  largely 
brought  about  by  Messrs.  E.  P.  Marsh  and 
E.  H.  Fitzgerald,  United  States  Commis- 
sioners of  Conciliation.  .  .  .  Mr.  Marsh 
and  Mr.  Fitzgerald  express  deep  satisfac- 
tion and  appreciation  of  the  friendly  co- 
operative spirit  that  actuated  both  parties 
from  the  beginning  of  the  conferences. 30 

The  agreement  to  arbitrate  was  ratified 
at  a  meeting  of  the  Union  held  in  the 
Building  Trades  Temple  the  same  eve- 
ning. 

The  reciprocal  pledges  for  common 
action  taken  by  longshoremen  and  sea- 
men continued  to  plague  and  prevent 
efforts  at  a  settlement  of  the  water- 
front strike.  In  an  effort  to  break  the 
impasse  created  by  this  joint  under- 
standing the  Longshoremen's  Board  or- 
dered an  immediate  election  on  the 
part  of  the  sea-going  personnel  to 

(29)  Records  of  the  Industrial  Association. 

(30)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  27,  1934. 
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choose  representatives  for  the  purpose 
of  collective  bargaining.31  The  Board 
ordered  that  ballots  for  the  determina- 
tion of  this  question  should  be  dis- 
tributed commencing  on  July  27th. 32 
At  this  time  it  was  stated  that  actual 
balloting  would  begin  in  San  Fran- 
cisco on  July  28th33  and  in  other  ports 
as  rapidly  as  ballots  could  be  distrib- 
uted. 

Meantime  sporadic  violence  on  the 
waterfront  continued  to  manifest  itself 
as  groups  of  pickets  and  strikebreakers 
clashed  from  time  to  time.  Thus  eight 
men  were  beaten  on  July  27th,  five 
being  sea-going  employees  and  three 
longshoremen  acting  as  strikebreak- 
ers^ 

Union  longshoremen  unloaded  the 
first  cargoes  at  San  Francisco  since  May 
9th  when  a  gang  of  I.  L.  A.  members 
on  July  27th  unloaded  mail  from  the 
S.  S.  Makara  from  Australia.35 

Effect  of  the  collapse  of  the  general 
strike  and  the  discussion  relative  to  re- 
turn of  the  longshoremen  and  seamen 
to  work  appeared  when  many  men  who 
had  been  working  on  the  docks  for 
weeks  as  strikebreakers  began  to  drift 
away  from  the  waterfront  and  seek 
work  elsewhere.36  This  gradual  evap- 
oration of  the  dock  workers  not  only 
caused  considerable  concern  among  em- 
ployers but  also  complicated  the  prob- 
lem of  loading  and  unloading  vessels 
with  limited  numbers  of  longshoremen 
available.  It  was  stated  at  about  this 
time  that  at  least  40%  of  the  men  who 
had  been  employed  on  the  docks  had 
left  their  positions.37  The  problem  of 
the  stevedoring  and  steamship  com- 
panies thus  became,  for  the  first  time 
since  the  inception  of  the  strike,  one  of 
actually  loading  and  unloading  vessels 


(31)  Ibid. 

(32)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  27,  1934. 

(33)  S.  F.  News,  July  27,  1934. 

(34)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  27,  1934. 


rather  than  getting  merchandise  to  and 
removing  it  from  the  docks. 

An  important  change  in  the  charac- 
ter of  the  discussion  took  place  on  July 
27th  when  employers  engaged  in  long- 
shore work  and  shipping  operators  laid 
specifically  before  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions under  which  each  felt  that  the 
strikes  should  finally  be  settled.  Both 
proposals  in  substance  suggested  the  re- 
turn of  the  status  quo  ante.  In  the  case 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
it  was  urged  that  the  men  return  to 
work  under  the  conditions  in  effect 
prior  to  May  9th  while  the  42  ship- 
ping companies  who  filed  a  separate 
communication  with  the  Board  agreed 
to  discharge  men  employed  after  May 
16th  who  were  not  regularly  follow- 
ing the  sea  as  an  occupation  prior  to 
that  date.  In  addition,  in  both  com- 
munications, the  employers  pledged 
that  there  would  be  no  discrimination 
on  account  of  union  membership  or 
strike  activity.  As  to  the  hiring  halls 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  sug- 
gested as  a  basis  of  settlement  that 
where  halls  had  existed  before  the 
strike  a  representative  of  the  Board 
should  supervise  their  operation  pend- 
ing final  disposition  of  this  question 
and  that  I.  L.  A.  locals  should  appoint 
observers  to  prevent  possible  discrim- 
ination. Because  the  sea-going  crafts 
had  not  elected  representatives  the 
shipping  companies  suggested  supervi- 
sion of  hiring  halls  by  the  Board's  rep- 
resentative. As  to  wages  the  Water- 
front Employers  agreed  that  wage 
awards  should  be  retroactive  to  the  date 
of  the  return  of  the  men  to  work. 
Shipping  companies  in  their  reply  made 
no  reference  to  this  question.  As  to 


(35)  S.  F.  News,  July  27,  1934. 

(36)  Statement  of  Mr.  Plant  to  writer. 

(37)  Statement  of  Mr.  Roger  Lapham  to  writer. 
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alleged  charges  of  discrimination  both 
parties  agreed  to  be  bound  by  decisions 
of  the  Board. 

The  communication  from  the  Water- 
front Employers  was  as  follows:38 

"On  July  11,  we  acceded  to  your  request 
that  we  submit  to  your  Board  for  arbitra- 
tion the  issues  involved  in  the  longshore- 
men's dispute,  and  agreed  to  be  bound  by 
its  decision. 

"You  have  advised  us  that  on  July  25 
the  I.  L.  A.  held  elections  and  voted  to  be 
bound  by  the  decision  of  your  board  on 
the  arbitration. 

"You  have  stated  that  arbitration  will 
consume  some  time,  and  that  in  the  inter- 
ests of  the  general  public  and  of  the  par- 
ties involved,  the  men  should  return  to 
work  as  soon  as  possible  without  awaiting 
the  results  of  the  arbitration. 

"You  have  asked  us  to  state  our  atti- 
tude with  respect  to  the  return  of  men  to 
work,  and  we  are  pleased  to  do  so. 

"Inasmuch  as  the  matters  in  issue  are  to 
be  arbitrated  by  your  board,  and  both  par- 
ties are  to  be  bound  by  its  decision,  it 
would  seem  on  principle  that,  pending  the 
decision  of  the  board,  the  situation  as  it 
existed  prior  to  May  9,  the  date  the  strike 
was  called,  should  be  restored. 

"The  employers  are  willing  pending  the 
arbitration  award — 

"a — To  discharge  all  men  performing 
longshore  work  who  were  employed  after 
the  strike  was  called,  who  were  not  regu- 
larly employed  as  longshoremen  at  the 
respective  ports  prior  to  the  calling  of  the 
strike,  the  men  to  be  discharged  on  the 
return  of  the  longshoremen  to  work.  This 
will  restore  the  status  of  employment  exist- 
ing before  the  strike  and  will  provide  em- 
ployment for  the  men  now  on  strike  as  it 
then  existed. 

"b — No  discrimination  of  any  kind  will 
be  made  against  any  man  because  of  mem- 
bership in  the  union  or  because  of  strike 
activities. 

"c — Any  adjustment  of  wages  shall  be 
retroactive  to  the  date  of  return  of  the  men 
to  work. 

"d — San  Francisco  has  no  hiring  hall  but 
other  ports  have  such  halls.  Where  such 
halls  exist,  your  board  shall  appoint  repre- 
sentatives to  supervise  their  operations,  and 


the  local  I.  L.  A.  shall  have  the  right  to 
appoint  observers  to  see  that  the  halls  are 
run  fairly  without  discrimination.  Pending 
arbitration  there  shall  be  no  changes  in  the 
method  of  hiring  or  dispatching  men  and 
all  other  previous  conditions  of  hiring  and 
employment  shall  apply. 

"e — Any  question  of  unfairness  or  dis- 
crimination is  to  be  at  once  submitted  to  a 
representative  of  your  board  for  decision, 
the  parties  to  be  bound  thereby. 

"We  believe  this  presents  a  fair  and 
workable  basis  for  the  return  of  the  men  to 
work,  pending  the  arbitration  award  of 
your  board,  which  when  made  will  of 
course  control." 

From  the  shipping  companies  the 
Board  received  the  following  com- 
munication: 39 

"On  July  11,  1934,  on  the  request  of 
your  board  the  undersigned  steamship  com- 
panies agreed  to  meet  with  the  representa- 
tives of  the  seafaring  employes  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining,  such  rep- 
resentatives to  be  selected  in  elections  held 
in  such  manner  as  your  board  should 
determine. 

"On  July  21,  we  issued  a  public  state- 
ment which  we  have  since  confirmed  to 
you,  that  if  collective  bargaining  with 
elected  representatives  of  our  respective  em- 
ployes does  not  result  in  agreement,  we 
would  agree  to  submit  to  arbitration  ques- 
tions of  hours,  wages  and  working  con- 
ditions. 

"You  have  asked  us  to  state  our  attitude 
with  respect  to  the  return  of  men  to  work, 
pending  the  selection  of  representatives  of 
the  employes,  collective  bargaining,  and 
arbitration  if  agreement  is  not  reached. 

"As  you  know  the  steamship  companies 
are  engaged  in  various  trades,  and  have 
been  variously  affected  by  the  strike.  Some 
have  been  but  little  affected,  others  to  a 
greater  extent.  More  than  40  foreign  flag 
steamship  companies  with  foreign  crews  are 
not  affected  by  the  seamen's  strike.  The  oil 
tankers,  which  are  the  largest  employers  of 
seamen,  have  no  interest  in  the  longshore- 
men's dispute.  The  steam  schooners  han- 
dling lumber  have  been  largely  laid  up. 

"In  order  to  provide  a  basis  for  a  return 
to  work  of  the  men  who  are  on  strike,  the 


(38)   S.  F.  Examiner.  July  28.  1934. 


(39)   Ibid. 
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undersigned  steamship  companies  are  will- 
ing— 

"a — To  discharge  any  man  who  was  em- 
ployed after  the  strike  was  called  (May 
16)  who  prior  to  that  date  was  not  fol- 
lowing the  sea  regularly  as  an  occupation. 
Such  vacancies  as  made  will  be  available 
to  men  not  now  employed. 

"b — To  agree  not  to  discriminate  in  any 
way  in  employment  against  any  man  be- 
cause of  union  affiliation  or  strike  activity. 

"c — That  where  there  are  employment 
halls  your  board  may  appoint  a  representa- 
tive to  supervise  the  operations  to  see  that 
there  is  no  unfairness  or  discrimination. 

"d — That  any  question  of  unfairness  of 
discrimination  shall  be  at  once  referred  to 
a  representative  of  your  board  for  decision. 

"The  above  procedure  will  provide  places 
for  a  large  number  of  men  at  once.  The 
steam  schooners  now  laid  up  and  which 
have  not  replaced  the  men  who  left  them 
should  have  places  for  more  than  a  thou- 
sand unlicensed  men  immediately.  The 
ether  companies  will  have  openings  in  a 
less  degree,  but  it  should  be  possible  for 
a  large  number  of  seamen  to  find  work 
promptly.  Very  truly  yours, 

"The  42  Steamship  Companies 
who  signed  the  letter  to  your 
board  dated  July  11,  1934. 

"By  F.  J.  O'Connor." 

When  advised  of  the  stand  taken  by 
the  employers  the  I.  L.  A.  addressed  a 
letter  to  the  Board  as  follows:40 

"To  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board. 
"Gentlemen: 

"The  Waterfront  Employers  have,  in  a 
statement  released  to  the  press,  given  their 
position  regarding  the  possible  termination 
of  the  existing  strike. 

"The  Pacific  Coast  District,  I.  L.  A.  de- 
sire the  termination  of  the  strike  in  the 
public  interest  and  are  willing  to  recede  in 
their  demands  in  order  that  this  end  may 
be  reached. 

"The  I.  L.  A.  is  perfectly  willing  to 
abide  by  the  decision  of  your  board  by 
arbitration,  but  we  naturally  feel  that  the 
conditions  under  which  the  men  return  to 
work  must  be  safeguarded  in  every  possible 
manner. 

"The  attitude  of  the  employers  in  stating 

(40)  Ibid. 

(41)  Ibid. 


that  the  longshoremen  must  return  through 
the  existing  halls  certainly  does  not  sustain 
their  contention  that  they  are  willing  to  do 
everything  in  their  power  to  promote 
harmony. 

"The  longshoremen  were  willing  to  have 
the  hiring  done  from  neutral  ground  with- 
out using  the  employers  or  the  union  hall. 
Despite  their  protestations  of  collaboration 
in  every  manner,  they  still  insist  upon 
being  treated  as  the  victor  retaining  the 
spoils. 

"A  meeting  was  held  tonight  to  draft 
a  definite  answer  to  the  employers'  pro- 
posal to  you  and  you  can  rest  assured 
that  the  interest  of  the  public  will  receive 
just  consideration. 

"Respectfully, 
"PACIFIC  COAST  DISTRICT,  I.  L.  A." 

At  the  same  time  Peterson  as  the  dis- 
trict secretary  issued  a  statement  in 
which  he  said:41 

"The  longshoremen  have  not  stated  that 
they  will  not  return  to  work  until  they 
control  the  hiring  halls.  We  only  ask  that 
they  be  taken  from  the  control  of  the  ship- 
owners. 

"The  closed  shop  has  not  been  discussed 
since  arbitration  has  been  accepted  by  the 
longshoremen. 

"The  longshoremen  are  willing  to  throw 
their  entire  case  into  the  hands  of  the 
National  Longshoreman's  Board,  whom  we 
believe  are  fair  and  just. 

"Provisions  must  be  made  safeguarding 
the  return  to  work  of  all  strikers,  maritime 
and  longshore." 

Fearing  that  a  complete  impasse 
would  result  from  the  negotiations  and 
disturbed  by  the  constantly  dwindling 
supply  of  workers  the  employers  in- 
serted classified  advertisements  in  the 
papers  for  July  28th  asking  for  men 
to  apply  for  positions  as  stevedores.  It 
was  stated  by  the  employers,  however, 
that  this  action  had  no  special  signifi- 
cance and  was  not  to  be  interpreted 
as  an  effort  on  their  part  to  bludgeon 
the  longshoremen  into  accepting  their 
proposals.42 

(42)   S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  28,  1934. 
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For  the  next  two  days  continuous 
conferences  were  taking  place  between 
the  various  affected  parties.  On  July 
28th  longshoremen  and  seamen  held  a 
joint  meeting  to  discuss  plans  for  re- 
turning to  work.43  According  to  the 
press  this  meeting  was  largely  devoted 
to  an  effort  to  line  up  the  seamen  to 
favor  complete  arbitration  of  all  ques- 
tions and  a  return  to  work  without  res- 
ervation.44 On  the  same  day  the  I.  L. 
A.  district  executive  board  decided,  by 
unanimous  vote,  to  order  the  men  back 
to  work  on  the  following  day.  This 
move,  however,  had  been  blocked  by 
the  seamen  and  other  maritime  work- 
ers who  had  declined  to  resume  work 
unless  the  hiring  hall  status  was 
changed.45  At  the  same  time  it  was 
learned  that  the  engineers  were  not  sat- 
isfied with  the  offer  of  the  shipping 
companies  relative  to  non-discrimina- 
tion against  men  who  had  taken  an  ac- 
tive part  in  the  strike.46  At  the  con- 
clusion of  these  meetings  Bridges  is 
reported  to  have  said : 

"I  feel  it  is  now  the  wise  thing  to  do 
to  set  a  definite  time  for  the  men  to  return 
to  work  before  the  employers  issue  an 
ultimatum  which  might  block  any  further 
negotiations."47 

In  this  connection  it  was  pointed  out 
that  President  Lewis  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
had  the  authority  to  order  the  men 
back  to  work  in  view  of  the  vote  which 
had  been  taken,  and  the  fact  that  the 
question  on  which  the  men  had  passed 
contained  no  reference  to  the  demands 
of  the  maritime  unions.48  The  same 
source  indicated  that  while  Lewis 
would  make  no  statement  it  was  gen- 
erally understood  that  he  would  order 
the  men  back  rather  than  permit  a  com- 
plete breakdown  of  negotiations. 


(43)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  29,  1934. 

(44)  Ibid. 

(45)  Ibid. 

(46)  Ibid. 


Rumors  and  reports  were  ended, 
however,  and  fears  that  there  might 
be  further  waterfront  difficulties  were 
allayed  when  on  July  30th  the  Long- 
shoremen's Board  announced  that  the 
strike  would  end  at  8  A.  M.  on  the 
following  morning.  The  Board's  state- 
ment was: 

"The  longshore  strike  is  called  off  effec- 
tive at  8  o'clock  Tuesday  morning,  July  31. 
Longshoremen  will  return  to  work  without 
discrimination  for  union  affiliation  or  strike 
activity. 

"The  employers  have  agreed  that  pending 
arbitration  the  board  may  place  representa- 
tives in  the  hiring  halls  and  the  men  may 
place  representatives  in  the  hiring  halls  and 
the  men  may  have  observers  there  to  see 
that  there  is  no  discrimination. 

"The  men  believe  that  they  should  not  be 
required  to  hire  through  the  halls;  but  rec- 
ognizing the  public  interest  they  have  even 
waived  this  point.  All  questions  of  dis- 
crimination are  to  be  referred  to  representa- 
tives of  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
and  the  Board's  decision  shall  be  binding 
on  all  parties. 

"Any  readjustment  of  wages  upon  arbi- 
tration to  be  retroactive  to  the  date  that 
the  men  returned  to  work."4? 

On  the  following  morning  as  the 
longshoremen  reported  for  work  first 
returns  were  announced  from  the  vote 
of  the  seamen.  The  vote  as  counted 
to  this  time  was  4305  to  409  for  ac- 
ceptance of  arbitration  and  immediate 
return  to  work.  The  vote  on  the  mat- 
ter of  representation  was  not  given 
out  and  had  not  been  announced  at 
the  time  this  was  written.  Public  state- 
ment of  the  vote  as  given  above  was 
made  by  Paul  Scharrenberg,  editor  of 
the  Seaman's  Journal  and  secretary  of 
the  State  Federation  of  Labor,  who  in- 
dicated that  it  represented  the  balloting 
of  union  men  affiliated  with  the  In- 
ternational Seamen's  Union50  includ- 


(47)  S.  F.  Chronicle,  July  29,  1934. 

(48)  Ibid. 

(49)  S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  30,  1934. 

(50)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  31,  1934. 


182 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


ing  sailors,  firemen,  oilers,  waterten- 
ders  and  wipers,  cooks  and  stewards. 
Longshoremen  and  other  maritime  em- 
ployees returned  to  work  at  other  Coast 
ports  at  the  same  time.51  Seamen,  on 
being  advised  that  the  proposal  of  the 
Shipowners  of  the  Pacific,  included 
elimination  of  the  Marine  Service  Bu- 
reau, the  name  of  the  old  seamen's  hir- 
ing hall,  celebrated  by  burning  their 
old  employment  books.52 


Thus  on  July  31,  1934,  after  more 
than  ten  weeks,  the  various  Pacific 
Coast  ports  began  to  assume  an  aspect 
approximating  normal.  No  attempt  will 
be  made  here  to  go  into  the  arbitration 
proceedings  which  followed  nor  the 
minor  difficulties  that  marked  the  re- 
turn of  the  men  to  work.  That  is  an- 
other story.  The  most  spectacular  labor 
dispute  in  the  long  record  of  Amer- 
ican industrial  difficulties  was  now 
history.53 


!51)   S.  F.  Call-Bulletin,  July  30,  1934. 
52)  S.  F.  Examiner,  July  31,  1934. 
53)  Although  it  was  not  made  public  until  almost  two  months  after  this  manuscript  was  completed, 
the  award  of  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board  has  been  included  as  the  final  exhibit  in 
order  to  round  out  this  record.  See  Exhibit  KKK. 
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Exhibit  "A" 

WAGE  SCALE  AND  WORKING  RULES  OF  THE 

LONGSHOREMEN'S  ASSOCIATION  OF  THE 

PORT  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  AND  BAY  DISTRICTS 

DECEMBER  10,  1933  -  DECEMBER  9,  1934 


Wage  scale  and  working  rules  agreed 
upon  between  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  (hereinafter  called  the  Employers) 
and  the  Longshoremen's  Association  cf  San 
Francisco  (hereinafter  called  the  Em- 
ployees). 

1.  The    wage    scale    and    the    working 
rules   hereinafter   set   forth  shall   apply  to 
longshore  work  performed  for  account  of 
the  employers  in  San  Francisco  and  Oak- 
land and  to  longshore  labor  employed  by 
them   in  San  Francisco  to  work   at  other 
points  in   San    Francisco    Bay    and    waters 
tributary  thereto. 

2.  Employers  agree  to  employ  members 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco  (when  available)  to  perform  such 
longshore  work. 

WAGE  SCALE 
(1)  LONGSHORE  WORK 

Straight  time $  .85 

Overtime 1.25 

(2a)  SHOVELING  (all  commodities) 

Straight  time 1.05 

Overtime 1.55 

(2b)  SHOVELING  BONES  IN  BULK 

(Non-offensive)  Straight  time....  1.05 
Overtime 1.55 

(2c)  SHOVELING  BONES  IN  BULK 
(Offensive)    Straight  and 
Overtime 1.55 

(3)  ORIENTAL  OIL  (in  cases) 

Straight  time.. 95 

Overtime 1.40 

(4)  EXPLOSIVES 

when  general  cargo  is  loaded 
into  a  compartment  in  which 
explosives  are  already  loaded 
(stowed)  unprotected 

or 

when  general  cargo  and  ex- 
plosives are  being  loaded  into 
different  compartments  simul- 
taneously: 

Straight  time 1.25 

Overtime    1.25 

(5)  DAMAGED  CARGO:   If  a  cargo  of 

a  vessel  either  in  whole  or  in 
part  is  badly  damaged  by  fire, 


collision,  springing  a  leak  or 
stranding,  the  wages  for  han- 
dling that  part  of  the  cargo 
only,  which  is  in  a  badly  dam- 
aged or  offensive  condition 
shall  be: 

Straight  time 1.25 

Overtime 1.25 

(6)  CREOSOTE  LUMBER  OR  PILES 

Straight  time 95 

Overtime 1.40 

(7)  CEMENT    (Foreign)    Packed   in 

bags  with  no  inner  container 

and  a  very  loose  mesh: 

Straight  time 95 

Overtime 1.40 

(8)  GREEN  HIDES 

Straight  time 95 

Overtime 1.40 

(9)  BASE  FERTILIZER  (animal) 

Straight  time 95 

Overtime 1.40 

(10)  SCRAP  METAL  CARGOES  (exclud- 

ing rails)    DISCHARGING 

ONLY: 

Straight  time 95 

Overtime 1.40 

(11)  SODA  ASH  (in  bags  only) 

Straight  time 95 

Overtime 1.40 

WORKING  RULES 

1.  STRAIGHT    TIME.     The    meaning    of 
straight  time  shall  be  all  work  performed 
between  the  hours  of  8  A.  M.  and  5  P.  M. 
except  the  noon  meal  hour,   Sundays   and 
Holidays  as  hereinafter  enumerated. 

2.  OVERTIME.   The  meaning  of  overtime 
shall  be  all  work  performed  between  the 
hours  of  5  P.  M.  and  8  A.  M.,  the  noon 
meal  hour,  Sundays  and  the  following  holi- 
days: 

New  Year's  Day,  Lincoln's  Birthday, 
Washington's  Birthday,  Decoration  Day, 
Independence  Day,  Labor  Day,  Admission 
Day,  Armistice  Day,  Thanksgiving  Day, 
Christmas  Day. 

3.  MEALS:  One  hour  for  meals  shall  be 
allowed   between    11:00   A.    M.   and    1:00 
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P.  M.,  5:00  P.  M.  and  7:00  P.  M.,  at  mid- 
night, and  6:00  A.M.  and  8:00  A.M.,  in- 
clusive. If  employees  are  worked  over  six 
consecutive  hours  without  a  meal,  all  such 
time  in  excess  of  six  hours  shall  be  paid  at 
one  and  one-half  time  the  straight  or  over- 
time rate  as  the  case  may  be.  When  the  ves- 
sel sails  at  1:00  P.  M.  employees  to  finish 
work  without  claim  for  overtime  or  meal 
hour.  When  a  vessel  finishes  work  at  a 
Terminal  in  Oakland  and/or  Alameda  be- 
fore 1:00  P.  M.,  employees  to  finish  work 
without  claim  for  overtime  or  meal  hour. 
When  employees  are  required  to  travel  dur- 
ing meal  hours  due  to  shifting  of  vessels, 
the  employees  shall  be  allowed  a  reasonable 
amount  of  time  over  the  meal  hour  to  reach 
the  job. 

"If  employees  are  not  allowed  a  full 
hour  for  meals  at  the  designated  meal  hours, 
employers  agree  to  pay  one  hour  at  one  and 
one- half  the  straight  or  overtime  rate,  as  the 
case  may  be,  for  that  portion  of  the  meal 
hour  worked." 

NOTE:  Paymasters  will  figure  one  and 
one-half  times  basic  rate  of  85  tf  and  $1.25 
as  $1.25  and  $1.85. 

4.  When  employees  are  ordered  to  points 
outside  the  City  and  County  of  San  Fran- 
cisco and  to  vessels  in  the  stream,  employers 
shall  pay  for  transportation  both  ways. 

5.  Employees  shall  be  paid  traveling  time 
when  ordered  to  points  outside  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  to  vessels 
in  the  stream.   On  their  arrival  at  the  place 
where  ordered  their  pay  to  continue  during 
regular  working   hours   until   job   is    com- 
pleted,   except    Oakland    and/or    Oakland 
Inner  Harbor  and  Alameda,  which  shall  be 
covered  by  Rule  No.  12.    They  shall  then 
be  furnished  with  the  quickest  transportation 
back  to  San  Francisco. 

6.  One-half  (Vi)  hour  traveling  time  al- 
lowed   longshoremen    going    to    Oakland 
and/or  Oakland  Inner  Harbor  and  Alameda. 

One-half  (l/2)  hour  traveling  time  al- 
lowed longshoremen  returning  from  Oak- 
land and/or  Oakland  Inner  Harbor  and 
Alameda,  only  when  ordered  to  report  on 
same  vessel  same  day. 

Longshoremen  will  be  allowed  one  (l) 
hour  traveling  time  returning  from  Rich- 
mond or  Richmond  Inner  Harbor;  one  and 
one-half  (l1/^)  hours  traveling  time  return- 
ing from  Point  Richmond,  Point  Orient  or 
Point  San  Pablo  and  two  (2)  hours  travel- 
ing time  from  all  points  above  Point  San 


Pablo,  only  when  ordered  to  report  in  San 
Francisco  on  same  vessel  same  day. 

All  traveling  time  shall  be  straight  time 
at  the  base  rate.  The  day  shall  be  con- 
sidered to  commence  at  12  midnight  and 
end  at  midnight. 

7.  Employees  to  remain  with  job  until 
finished — except  in  cases  of  sickness  or  in- 
jury— otherwise  transportation  to  be  charged 
to  said  employees. 

8A.  Employers  shall  furnish  employees 
with  suitable  board  and  lodging  when  em- 
ployees are  taken  from  San  Francisco  to  Pt. 
Richmond  and  points  above.  If  employees 
are  worked  up  to  6  P.  M.  or  later,  they  shall 
be  provided  with  a  meal  or  paid  meal 
money. 

8B.  When  men  are  taken  to  Richmond 
inner  or  outer  harbor,  they  shall  furnish 
their  own  mid-day  meal.  All  other  meals 
at  these  points  shall  be  furnished  by  the 
employer. 

9.  By  mutual  agreement  between  the  em- 
ployers or  their  representatives  and  the  em- 
ployees working  on  a  vessel  away  from  San 
Francisco,    the    hours    of    labor    may    be 
changed   to   make   connections   with   trains 
or  boat. 

10.  When  employees  are  ordered  to  the 
stream  during  regular  working  hours,  and 
there  be  no  work  or  immediate  prospect  of 
work,  they  shall  be  paid  two  (2)  hours  at 
straight  time.    In  addition  to  such  allow- 
ance of  two  hours,  should  the  employees 
be  held  in  the  stream  awaiting  work  for 
over  four  hours,  they  shall  be  paid  from 
the  expiration  of  the  four  hours  detention 
until  dismissed. 

11.  When  employees  are  ordered  to  re- 
port for  work,  or  are  ordered  back  to  work, 
during  overtime  hours,  they  shall  be  paid 
from  the  hour  so  ordered  and  at  which  time 
they  report,  and  not  from  the  time  they  go 
to   work,   and  their  pay  to  continue  until 
dismissed.    In  case  there  is  no  work  or  the 
work  does  not  last  two  hours,  they  shall 
receive  two  hours'  pay.  When  men  resume, 
continue  or  start  a  new  job  between   the 
hours  of  1  A.  M.  and  5  A.  M.  they  shall 
receive  not  less  than  four  hours'  pay  at  the 
overtime  rate. 

12.  When  employees  are  ordered  to  re- 
port for  work  during  regular  working  hours 
(8  A.  M.  to  5  P.  M.)  except  Sundays  and 
holidays,  as  above  enumerated,  their  pay  is 
to  start  after  the  expiration  of  four  hours 
and  to  continue  until  dismissed  for  the  day. 
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Not  less  than  two  hours'  pay  will  be  al- 
lowed if  work  actually  starts  on  a  new  job. 
This  section  does  not  apply  to  car  work. 

13.  When  men  are  turned  to  at  or  be- 
fore 1  P.  M.  and  are  worked  continuously 
through  the  night  and  on  into  straight  time 
the  following  day,  the  overtime  rate  shall 
apply  from   5   P.  M.   and  thereafter  until 
the  men  are  relieved.    If  men  are  worked 
in    excess    of    24    hours    continuously,    in- 
clusive of  meal  hours,  all  time  in  excess  of 
24  hours  shall  be  paid  for  at  the  overtime 
rate. 

14.  In  case   of  necessary  suspension  of 
work,  caused  by  shifting  of  vessel,  waiting 
for  cargo,  breaking  down  of  gear,  switching, 
inclement  weather,  or  any  other  cause,  for 
one  hour  or  less,  while  the  vessel  is  work- 
ing, between  the  hours  of  8  A.  M.  and  5 
P.  M.,  no  deduction  shall  be  made  for  time 
lost.    If  the  delay  is  longer  than  one  hour, 
men  shall  receive  one   (1)    hour  full  pay, 
and  thereafter  half  pay  until  such  time  as 
work  is  resumed  or  men  dismissed  for  the 
day.    During  overtime  hours  no  deduction 
shall  be  made  for  such  loss  of  time.    This 
section  applies  only  during  regular  working 
hours. 

15.  The  employers  and  employees  shall 
each    appoint    a    conference    committee    of 
three  (3)  members,  which  upon  complaint 
lodged  by  either  party  with  the  other,  shall 
immediately  investigate  the  incident  or  the 
conditions  complained  of,  and  adjust  same, 
but  there  shall   be  no   stoppage  of  work. 


16.  This  AGREEMENT  becomes  effective 
as  of  December  10,  1933  and  remains  in 
effect  for  one  (1)  year  thereafter,  subject 
to  the  following  understanding: 

FIRST — WORKING  RULES:  Not  to  be  sub- 
ject to  change  during  the  life  of  this  agree- 
ment unless  by  joint  consent  of  both  Con- 
ference Committees. 

SECOND — WAGES:  It  is  understood  and 
agreed  that  in  the  second  week  of  Novem- 
ber, 1934,  each  party  hereto  shall  appoint 
a  committee  of  three  (3)  members,  such 
committees  to  meet  for  the  purpose  of  ne- 
gotiating a  new  five  (5)  year  agreement 
and  to  adjust  wages  and  agree  on  Working 
Rules. 

In  the  event  that  said  committees  cannot 
reach  an  agreement,  the  question  shall  be 
referred  to  a  board  of  arbitrators  to  consist 
of  five  (5)  members,  two  (2)  members  to 
be  appointed  by  the  Employers;  and  two 
(2)  members  to  be  appointed  by  the  Em- 
ployees; they  to  select  the  fifth  member. 
The  decision  of  the  majority  of  such  board 
shall  be  binding  on  both  parties  to  this 
agreement. 

LONGSHOREMEN'S  ASSOCIATION 
OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

By  John  B.  Bryan,  President 
E.  G.  Stein,  Secretary 
WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 
By  F.  L.  Doelker,  President 
M.  H.  H.  Lambert,  Secretary 

Signed  at  San  Francisco,  December  11, 
1933. 
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DECISION  OF  NRA  BOARD  OF  ADJUSTMENT 


NATIONAL  RECOVERY  ADMINISTRATION 

San  Francisco,  California, 
September  2,  1933. 
Longshoremen's  Association  of 

San  Francisco, 
85  Clay  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California. 
Gentlemen: 

Interested  parties  have  called  upon  the 
NRA  Board  of  Adjustment  to  make  its 
recommendations  in  the  dispute  arising 
between  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  and  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers' Union.  The  NRA  Board  of  Adjust- 
ment, after  holding  two  hearings  at  which 
the  Board  heard  representatives  of  the  In- 


ternational Longshoremen's  Association  and 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco  and  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union,  announces  these  findings  and  rec- 
ommendations: 

1.  The  NRA  Board  of  Adjustment,  after 
holding  these  hearings  has  announced  these 
findings  and  recommendations  upon  the  so- 
licitation of  the  parties.  Inasmuch  as  the 
members  of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  have  not  signed  the  President's  Re- 
Employment  Agreement  and  are  not  sub- 
ject to  any  approved  code  of  fair  competi- 
tion, the  Board  has  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
any  enforcible  rulings.  The  Board's  find- 
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ings  and  recommendations  are  purely  ad- 
visory and  should  be  accepted  as  advisory 
only. 

2.  The  NRA  Board  of  Adjustment  finds 
that  the  Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco   is  not  a  company  union  and  is 
not  under  the  control  and  domination  of 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union. 

3.  The  NRA  Board  of  Adjustment  finds 
that  the  Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco   and   the   Waterfront    Employers' 
Union  have  entered  into  a  legal,  valid  and 
binding  contract   enforcible   at   law.      The 
NRA  Board  of  Adjustment  has  not  right  nor 
power  to  compel  either  party  to   abrogate 
this  contract.   For  longshoremen  to  obtain 
benefits  under  this  contract  they  must  be- 
long to  the  Longshoremen's  Association  of 
San  Francisco.  The  NRA  Board  of  Adjust- 
ment,  however,  advises  the  officers  of  the 
Longshoremen's   Association   of   San    Fran- 
cisco that   they  must   be  tolerant   and  not 


prevent  members  of  the  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation of  San  Francisco  who  are  delin- 
quent in  dues  because  of  lack  of  work  or 
other  sufficient  reasons,  from  obtaining 
employment. 

4.  The  NRA  Board  of  Adjustment  rec- 
ommends that  the  officers  of  the  Long- 
shoremen's Association  of  San  Francisco  and 
members  of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  do  not  refuse  employment  to  mem- 
bers of  the  Longshoremen's  Association  of 
San  Francisco  because  these  men  are  also 
members  of  the  Initernational  Longshore- 
men's Association. 

Very  truly  yours, 
NRA  BOARD  OF  ADJUSTMENT. 
IRVING  F.  REICHERT,  Chairman, 
J.  A.  PETTIS, 
JOHN  A.  O'CoNNELL. 
Approved: 

GEORGE  CREEL,  Chairman 
District  Recovery  Board,  NRA. 
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San  Francisco,  California, 
March  16,  1934. 
To  the  Longshoremen  of  the  San  Francisco 

Bay  District: 

A  strike  again  threatens  on  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront.  We  believe  the  facts 
are  not  clearly  understood  by  the  men. 
They  are  as  follows: 

On  March  5th  a  committee  of  the  Em- 
ployers met  with  a  committee  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association.  This 
meeting  was  voluntarily  agreed  to  by  the 
Employers  prior  to  the  adoption  of  a  Code 
for  the  industry.  The  meeting,  therefore, 
was  a  recognition  of  the  fact  that  the  I.  L. 
A.  has  been  selected  by  some  of  the  em- 
ployees (neither  side  knows  how  many), 
as  their  representative  for  collective  bar- 
gaining. 

The  Committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.  demanded 
that  the  Employers  of  the  port  of  San 
Francisco  speak  for  the  entire  Pacific  Coast. 
The  Employers  of  this  port  have  no  author- 
ity to  speak  for  other  ports,  or  to  commit 
people  whom  they  do  not  represent.  A 
number  of  lines  call  at  other  Pacific  Coast 
ports  which  do  not  call  at  San  Francisco. 
This  was  explained  fully  to  the  representa- 
tives of  the  I.  L.  A.  The  Employers  stand 
ready  today,  as  they  did  on  March  5th,  to 


discuss    matters    affecting    their    employees 
at  this  port. 

The  second  demand  was  that  the  Em- 
ployers sign  a  closed  shop  or  exclusive- 
employment  agreement.  This  would  mean 
that  the  Employers  would  bind  themselves 
to  employ  only  such  longshoremen  as  are 
members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  The  Employers 
advised  the  representatives  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
that  they  had  been  advised  by  competent 
legal  authority  that  such  an  agreement 
would  be  clearly  unlawful.  The  law  re- 
serves to  employees  "the  right  to  organ- 
ize and  bargain  collectively  through  repre- 
sentatives of  their  own  choosing",  and  that 
they  "shall  be  free  from  the  interference, 
restraint  or  coercion  of  employers  of  labor, 
or  their  agents,  in  the  designation  of  such 
representatives".  A  closed  shop  contract, 
requiring  all  employees  and  all  those  later 
seeking  employment,  to  belong  to  a  par- 
ticular union  certainly  would  not  comply 
with  these  provisions. 

General  Johnson,  National  Recovery  Ad- 
ministrator, in  his  Labor  Day  address  last 
year  said: 

"If  an  employer  should  make  a  con- 
tract with  a  particular  organization  to 
employ  only  members  of  that  organiza- 
tion— that  would  in  effect  be  a  contract 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA,  1934 


187 


to  interfere  with  his  worker's  freedom 
of  choice  of  their  representatives,  or 
with  their  rights  to  bargain  individually, 
and  would  amount  to  employer  coercion 
on  these  matters,  which  is  contrary  to 
law". 

These  two  matters,  and  only  these  two 
matters,  were  discussed  at  the  meeting  of 
March  5th.  San  Francisco  Bay  Longshore- 
men are  receiving  wages  equal  to  the  high- 


est paid  at  any  port  in  the  United  States. 
The  Employers  have  not  refused  "recogni- 
tion" nor  have  they  refused  "collective 
bargaining". 

The  Employers  regret  that  out  of  such 
a  situation  a  strike  impends  which  may 
throw  out  of  employment  men  who  have 
worked  under  satisfactory  and  harmonious 
conditions  for  the  last  fourteen  years. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION. 


Exhibit  "D" 
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WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

Secretary's  Office 

215  Market  Street,  Room  832 

San  Francisco 

To  the  Longshoremen  of  the  San  Francisco 

Bay  District: 

The  officials  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  state  that  a  ma- 
jority of  the  men  in  this  port  have  voted 
to  go  on  strike  on  March  23rd. 

The  ballot  on  which  this  affirmative  vote 
was  cast  submitted  only  the  question  of 
willingness  to  strike  to  gain  recognition. 
Did  your  officials,  before  the  ballot  was 
issued  and  voting  was  opened,  explain  to 
you  the  true  facts  of  the  situation?  That 
the  employers,  at  their  meeting  with  your 
officials  on  March  5th,  had  granted  rec- 
ognition and  had  stated  their  willingness 
to  meet  with  your  representatives  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining? 

Did  your  officials  explain  to  you  what 
the  actual  demands  were  that  they  had 
submitted  to  your  employers?  That  the  first 
demand  was  that  the  employers  of  this 
port  undertake  to  speak  for  all  other  Pa- 
cific Coast  ports  and  to  commit  all  em- 
ployers at  all  other  Pacific  Coast  ports? 
That  the  employers  had  explained  that 
they  could  not  speak  for  or  commit  people 
whom  they  did  not  represent,  but  that  they 
were  ready  and  willing  at  all  times  to 
speak  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  employers 
of  this  port? 

Did  your  officials  explain  to  you  that  the 
real  issue  and  their  basic  demand  was  that 
the  employers  agree  to  enter  into  a  closed 
shop  agreement  with  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  by  which 
agreement  the  employers  would  be  bound 
to  employ  only  such  longshoremen  as  are 


members  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association,  refusing  employment  to 
all  men  who  are  not  members?  Did  yooir 
officials  tell  you  that  your  employers  were 
unable  to  enter  into  such  a  contract,  be- 
cause such  a  contract  would  be  directly 
contrary  to  law? 

Have  your  officials  clearly  explained  to 
you  exactly  what  Section  7  A  of  the  Re- 
covery Act  means?  Have  they  told  you  that 
it  reserves  and  guarantees  to  each  employee 
the  right  to  organize  and  bargain  collec- 
tively through  representatives  of  his  own 
choosing?  Have  they  told  you  that  every 
official  interpretation  and  ruling  on  this 
section  definitely  confirms  the  clear  and 
unmistakable  language  used  in  the  law,  that 
each  employee,  each  individual  employee, 
has  the  free  choice  of  his  representative? 
He  may  choose  anyone  or  he  may  repre- 
sent himself.  Have  they  told  you  that  the 
same  section  forbids  employers  of  labor 
to  interfere  or  to  coerce  their  employees 
in  the  free  selection  of  their  representa- 
tives? Have  they  told  you  that  General 
Johnson,  National  Recovery  Administrator, 
has  ruled  that  closed  shop  contracts  are 
equivalent  to  employer  coercion  and  are 
contrary  to  law?  Did  your  officials  tell 
you  that  they  did  not  once  mention  wages 
or  working  conditions  at  the  March  5th 
meeting  ? 

The  strike  impends  on  such  issues.  It 
will  throw  out  of  work  thousands  of  men. 
Are  the  issues  clear  cut  enough,  to  your 
minds,  to  warrant  the  action  that  is  threat- 
ened? It  is  a  good  thing  to  have  some 
right  on  your  side  when  anything  so  seri- 
ous as  a  strike  and  all  its  consequences 
is  involved.  It  is  decidedly  a  bad  thing 
to  strike  when  you  have  nothing  but  wrong 
on  your  side. 
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One  more  question,  which  you  can  an- 
swer honestly  to  yourselves.  From  the  last 
longshore  strike  in  1919  until  the  summer 
of  1933,  the  time  when  your  present 
union  commenced  organizing,  did  you  have 
any  real  complaint  against  yc-ur  employers? 
Were  not  your  wages  the  highest  paid  to 
any  longshoremen  in  any  port  of  the 
United  States,  were  not  your  working  con- 


ditions as  favorable,  were  there  any  actual 
abuses?  Who  secured  these  wages  and 
working  conditions  for  you? 

Remember  that  if  you  strike,  it  is  your 
own  act.  It  is  your  own  job  and  your  own 
livelihood  that  you  give  up.  The  ships 
will  be  kept  working. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 
OF  SAN  FRANCISCO. 


Exhibit  "E" 

STATEMENT  OF  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 


WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

Secretary's  Office 

215  Market  Street — Room  832 

San  Francisco 

March  17,  1934. 

So  that  the  issues  in  the  threatening 
Waterfront  controversy  may  be  clearly  un- 
derstood, we  take  the  liberty  of  advising 
you  of  what  has  transpired  to  date  and  the 
situation  as  it  stands  today. 

The  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation, for  many  years  inactive  and  not 
organized  at  this  port,  commenced  active 
organization  during  the  fall  of  1933,  and 
now  claims  that  it  represents  the  majority 
of  all  the  longshoremen  working  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  District.  No  election 
has  been  held  to  determine  the  actual  num- 
ber that  it  does  represent.  The  employers 
know  that  many  longshoremen  have  joined, 
as  evidenced  by  the  wearing  of  the  I.  L. 
A.  membership  buttons.  The  employers  also 
know  that  many  men  still  carry  member- 
ship cards  in  the  old  independent  union, 
the  Longshoremen's  Association  of  San 
Francisco,  so-called  Blue  Book  Union. 

Realizing  that  many  men  have  selected 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion as  their  representative,  the  Waterfront 
employers  felt  that  even  though  no  Code 
has  yet  been  adopted  for  the  industry,  it 
would  be  in  line  with  the  Spirit  of  the 
Recovery  Act  to  concede  recognition  and  to 
meet  with  the  elected  representatives  for 
the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining. 

A  committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.  met  with 
a  committee  of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  on  March  5th.  Only  two  demands 
were  made. 

The  first  was  that  the  employers  of  this 
port  agree  to  speak  for  and  to  bind  all 
ports  of  the  Pacific  Coast  and  all  employ- 
ers at  all  ports  of  the  Pacific  Coast.  It 


was  explained  that  it  was  entirely  beyond 
our  authority  to  speak  for  other  ports  or 
to  attempt  to-  commit  employers  whom  we 
do  not  represent.  That  if  we  attempted  to 
do  it,  it  could  not  be  binding  in  any 
event.  We  emphasized  that  we  were  able 
to  and  were  willing  to  discuss  conditions 
relating  to  the  longshoremen  employed  in 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  District.  Our  reply 
was  unsatisfactory  to  the  committee  from 
the  I.  L.  A.,  they  advising  that  they  were 
authorized  by  their  convention  to  deal  with 
us  only  on  behalf  of  the  Pacific  Coast  as  a 
whole. 

The  Committee  of  the  I.  L.  A.  then  ad- 
vised us  that  their  prime  objective  and  their 
demand  was  that  we  grant  them  a  closed 
shop  or  preferential  employment  agreement. 
We  replied  that  we  could  not  agree  to  enter 
into  any  such  undertaking,  as  our  clear 
understanding  of  the  law,  and  of  the  va- 
rious interpretations  and  our  advice  from 
competent  legal  authority  was  that  such  a 
contract  would  be  unlawful.  The  follow- 
ing quotation  from  the  Labor  Day  address 
last  year  by  General  Johnson,  National  Re- 
covery Administrator,  is  particularly  to  the 
point: 

"If  an  employer  should  make  a  con- 
tract with  a  particular  organization  to  em- 
ploy only  members  of  that  organization, 
especially  if  that  organization  did  not  have 
100  per  cent  membership  among  his  em- 
ployees, that  would  in  effect  be  a  contract 
to  interfere  with  his  workers'  freedom  of 
choice  of  their  representatives,  or  with  their 
rights  to  bargain  individually,  and  would 
amount  to  employer  coercion  on  these  mat- 
ters which  is  contrary  to  law." 

Our  reply  to  the  second  demand  was 
likewise  unsatisfactory  to  the  committee  of 
the  I.  L.  A 
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As  stated  above,  only  these  two  issues 
were  discussed,  and  but  one  brief  meeting 
with  the  Committee  from  the  I.  L.  A.  before 
Mr.  George  Creel,  at  which  time  the  same 
two  issues  were  again  discussed,  has  been 
held  since  March  5th.  The  employers  have 
been  ready  at  all  times  to  meet  with  the 
men  to  discuss  any  other  conditions  affecting 
them. 

The  employers  do  not  know  exactly  how 
the  situation  has  been  explained  to  the  men, 


nor  how  the  issues  on  which  the  strike  bal- 
lot is  now  being  cast  have  been  presented. 
It  would  be  regrettable  indeed  if  a  strike 
should  develop  from  a  situation  in  which 
the  employers  so  obviously  are  unable  to 
concede  the  demands  which  have  been 
made. 

Should  a  strike  actually  occur  the  em- 
ployers will  make  every  effort  to  keep  the 
commerce  of  the  port  moving  normally. 


Exhibit  "F" 

PROPOSED  AGREEMENT  SUBMITTED  BY  PRESIDENT'S  MEDIATION  BOARD 


The  basis  of  the  following  suggested  un- 
derstanding between  the  INTERNATIONAL 
LONGSHOREMEN'S  ASSOCIATION,  represent- 
ing numerous  longshoremen  employed  at 
the  different  ports  on  the  Pacific  Coast  and 
the  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION,  rep- 
resenting the  employers  of  longshoremen  on 
San  Francisco  Bay,  in  California,  and  the 
BOARD  OF  CONCILIATION  appointed  by 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  President  of  the 
United  States,  is  a  compliance  with  the 
spirit  of  the  labor  sections  of  the  Recovery 
Act  on  the  part  of  both  longshoremen  and 
waterfront  employers,  coupled  with  an  un- 
derstanding to  set  up  a  standard  Labor 
Beard  required  of  every  Code  by  the  Na- 
tional Recovery  Act  without  waiting  for  the 
Shipping  Code  to  be  signed. 

Prior  to  the  23rd  day  of  March,  1934,  a 
strike  of  all  the  members  of  the  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association  had 
been  called  by  a  vote  of  the  members  of 
that  association  to  become  effective  on  the 
23rd  day  of  March,  1934;  prior  to  the  ef- 
fective date  of  said  strike  order,  Franklin 
D.  Roosevelt,  President  of  the  United  States, 
requested  that  said  strike  order  be  with- 
held until  he  should  appoint  a  Board  of 
Concilation  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating 
a  settlement  between  said  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  and  the  employ- 
ers of  longshoremen  on  the  Pacific  Coast. 

In  compliance  with  said  request,  the  said 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
withheld  said  strike  order  and  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  appointed  a  Con- 
ciliation Board  consisting  cf  HENRY  FRAN- 
CIS GRADY,  J.  L.  LEONARD  and  CHARLES 
A.  REYNOLDS;  that  thereafter  and  on  Tues- 
day, March  27,  1934,  said  Board  of  Con- 
ciliation met  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco, 


State  of  California,  and  there  appeared  be- 
fore said  Board  the  legal  representatives  of 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion and  the  legal  representatives  of  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, California,  representing  the  em- 
ployers of  longshoremen  on  the  Pacific  Coast 
for  San  Francisco  Bay,  and  representatives 
of  employers  and  longshoremen  from  dif- 
ferent ports  on  the  Pacific  Coast. 

Testimony  was  taken  before  said  Board 
as  produced  by  said  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  and  by  said  em- 
ployers of  longshoremen,  and  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  groups  of  longshoremen  on  the 
Pacific  Coast,  and  as  a  result  it  became  ap- 
parent that  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  did  not  represent  all  the 
longshoremen  employed  on  the  Pacific  Coast 
who  have  a  right  to  be  represented  for  col- 
lective bargaining,  nor  did  it  represent  all 
the  longshoremen  on  San  Francisco  Bay  who 
had  such  right;  and  therefore,  the  legal  rep- 
resentatives of  said  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  had  no  authority  to 
negotiate  with  said  employers  except  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  from  said  employ- 
ers, recognition  of  said  union  and  the  mem- 
bers thereof,  and  it  further  appeared  that 
the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  repre- 
sented only  the  employers  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco District,  and  therefore,  a  complete 
settlement  of  the  differences  existing  be- 
tween longshoremen,  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  and  the  em- 
ployers of  longshoremen  on  the  Pacific 
Coast,  could  not  be  legally  made  unless  all 
longshoremen  and  all  employers  having  a 
right  to  participate  in  such  settlement  are 
represented;  and  it  appears  to  be  desirable 
at  this  time  that  a  complete  settlement  of 
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the  differences  between  employers  of  long- 
shoremen and  the  longshoremen  shall  be 
reached;  that  such  a  settlement  will  be  ad- 
vantageous to  said  I.  L.  A.,  to  said  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  and  all  employers 
of  longshoremen,  as  well  as  to  the  public. 
To  consummate  the  foregoing  purposes,  it 
is  now  agreed  by  all  parties  who  shall  sign 
this  understanding,  as  follows: 

1.  The  representatives  of  longshoremen 
and   employers   in  all   the  following  ports 
shall  be  and  are  hereby  requested  to  partici- 
pate in  this  settlement,  to-wit:    San  Fran- 
cisco,   Los   Angeles,    San   Diego,   Stockton, 
Portland,    and    all    Columbia    River    Ports, 
Willapa  Harbor,  Coos  Bay,  Tacoma,  Seattle 
and  all  Puget  Sound  Ports. 

2.  Immediately  after  signing  this  under- 
standing in  each  of  said  ports,  an  election 
shall  be  held  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Regional   Labor  Board   for  the  district   in 
which  said  port  is  situated,  for  the  purpose 
of    electing    representatives    of    labor,    for 
collective  bargaining,  and  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  understanding.    At  such 
election,  three,  five  or  such  number  of  rep- 
resentatives   as    may    be    agreed    upon    by 
the  employers   and   longshoremen  shall   be 
chosen;  said  representatives  shall  have  all 
the  powers  and  privileges  provided  by  Sec- 
tion 7  (a)  of  the  National  Recovery  Act. 

3.  Employers  of  longshoremen  shall  at 
once   prepare    a    list   of   all    longshoremen 
whose  names  appear  upon  the  payrolls  for 
the  month  of  March,    1934,  and   al   long- 
shoremen who  have  been  employed  for  at 
least  thirty  days  since  January  1,  1934.   One 
copy  of  said  list  shall  be  furnished  the  local 
union  of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association,  one  posted  in  the  dispatching 
hall,  if  any,  and  one  to  any  other  union  in 
such  port,  and  one  copy  of  said  list  to  the 
Regional  Labor  Board  for  that  district.   Im- 
mediately after  the  receipt  of  said  list,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Regional  Labor  Board,  or 
such  member  of  the  Board  as  he  shall  desig- 
nate, shall  fix  a  time  and  place  for  settling 
such   list.    At  that  time,   any  person  who 
claims    to    be   entitled    to    have    his    name 
appear   on   said   list,    but   whose   name   is 
omitted,  shall  be  permitted  to-  produce  proof 
of  his  right  to  be  on  said  list  and  objec- 
tions may  be  made  as  to  the  name  of  any- 
one wrongfully  appearing  on  said  list,  and 
the  decision,  or  decisions,  of  said  member  of 
the  Regional  Labor  Board,  shall  be  reported 
to  the  Regional  Labor  Board  for  its  approval 


and  finally  approved,  or  modified,  as  the  case 
may  be.  The  list  shall  be  certified  and  all 
persons  whose  names  appear  on  said  list 
shall  be  eligible  to  vote  in  the  election  to 
select  representatives  of  labor  for  collective 
bargaining  and  to  select  representatives  on 
the  Board  of  Arbitration  herein  provided 
and  for  such  other  purposes  as  may  be 
necessary. 

4.  The  election  provided  herein  shall  be 
under  the  sole  supervision  of  the  Regional 
Labor  Board  for  the  district  in  which  said 
election  is  held  and  subject  to  such  rules, 
regulations    and    safeguards    as    the    Board 
shall  provide.   Notice  of  such  election  shall 
be  posted  in  all  dispatching  halls  and  in 
such  other  places  as  are  commonly  used  to 
give   notice   to    longshoremen.     Any   inter- 
ference with  the  free  right  or  voting  on  the 
part  of  anyone  shall  be  strictly  prohibited. 

5.  Nominating  conventions  shall  be  held 
where  practicable,  but  nominations  shall  be 
received  by  the  Regional  Labor  Board  from 
any  individual,  or  group  of  individuals,  who 
are  eligible  to  participate  in  such  election, 
to   within    two    days    of    the    date   of   the 
election. 

6.  After   the   polls   are   closed   at    said 
election,  the  ballot  box  shall  be  sealed  and 
taken  to  the  office  of  the  Regional   Labor 
Board  and  held  for  a  period  of  twenty-four 
hours,  during  which  time  all  objections  to 
said  election,  or  to  the  manner  in  which  said 
election  is  held,  shall  be  filed  with  the  Re- 
gional Labor  Board.  The  Board  shall  imme- 
diately thereafter  pass  on  such  objections  as 
may  be  filed  and  if  said  objections  are  valid, 
shall  so  declare  and  order  a  new  election. 
Otherwise,  the  Board  shall  order  the  count- 
ing of  the  ballots  and  declare  the  result.  The 
candidates  receiving  the  highest  number  of 
votes  shall  be  declared  elected  and  to  have 
the  right  to  represent  all  of  the  employees 
who   had   the  right  to  participate  in  such 
election  in  collective  bargaining,  or  other- 
wise. 

7.  Where  dispatching  halls  are  now  in 
operation,    if   the   longshoremen   connected 
with  such  halls  shall  desire  to  adopt  the 
plan  herein  provided,  they  may  do  so  and 
the  Regional  Labor  Board,  on  request  of  a 
substantial   number  of   longshoremen  from 
such  dispatching  hall,  shall  conduct  a  sepa- 
rate   election    to    elect    representatives    for 
collective  bargaining  and  who  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  participate  in  the  election  of  rep- 
resentatives on  the  Board  of  Arbitration. 
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8.  If  the  local  Board  does  not  otherwise 
provide,  the  hiring  hall  is  to  be  conducted 
as  a  joint  venture  of  the  employers  and  the 
longshoremen,  with  both  parties  obliged  to 
contribute    in    equal    amount    towards    the 
maintenance   expense,    each   party   to    have 
identical   representation  in   the  dispatching 
duties,  methods  of  dispatching  men  to  be 
settled  locally,  and  methods  of  distributing 
the  work  on  the  basis  of  maximum  hour 
week   to   be   considered   as   a   purely    local 
problem. 

9.  Representatives  of  the  employers  of 
longshoremen  in  said  port  shall  elect  a  like 
number  of  representatives  who  shall  have 
authority  and  who  shall  bargain  with  said 
elected  representatives  of  labor.    Said  repre- 
sentatives of  labor,  and  said  representatives 
of  the  employers,  shall  have  each  one  vote 
in  the  settlement  of  any  dispute  that  may 
arise  and  in  the  election  of  the  members 
of    the    Board    of    Arbitration    hereinafter 
provided. 

10.  Said   representatives   of    labor,   and 
said    representatives    of    the    employers    of 
longshoremen,  shall  immediately  select  an 
impartial  chairman,  each  having  one  vote 
for   said    purpose.     If   said    representatives 
cannot  agree  upon  a  person  to  act  as  im- 
partial chairman  within  ten  days  of  their 
election,  such  chairman  shall  be  elected  by 
the  Regional  Labor  Board  in  that  district. 

11.  Representatives  of  labor  so  elected 
shall  represent  all  employees  of  the  port  en- 
titled to  participate  in  their  election;  they 
shall   elect   a   chairman   and   secretary   and 
shall  receive  and  pass  upon  any  and  all  com- 
plaints  by  individuals,   or  groups  of  indi- 
viduals,   and    present    such    complaints    as 
they  find  meritorious,  to  the  representatives 
of  the  employer  for  negotiation,  mediation 
or    arbitration,    and    shall    prosecute    such 
complaints  to  final  determination. 

12.  The   representatives   of   labor   shall 
vote  collectively  and  have  one  vote,  and  the 
representative    of    the   employers    of    long- 
shoremen shall  have  one  vole,  and  the  im- 
partial chairman  shall  have  one  vote  in  the 
determination  of  all  matters   submitted   to 
the  Industrial  Labor  Board  for  arbitration. 

13.  The   representative  of  the  employ- 
ers   of   longshoremen   shall    be   elected   by 
such    employers    and    shall    represent    such 
employers    in    all    matters    of    conciliation, 
mediation,  arbitration  and  negotiation  with 
the  labor  representatives. 

14.  The  impartial  chairman  shall  act  as 


arbitrator  in  all  disputes  which  the  repre- 
sentatives of  labor  and  the  representative  of 
the  employers  of  longshoremen  cannot  settle 
by  conciliation,  mediation  or  negotiation 
with  right  of  appeal  to  the  National  Labor 
Board. 

15.  The    impartial    chairman    shall    be 
selected  at  large.   The  duty  of  the  impartial 
chairman  shall  be  to  preside  at  all  meet- 
ings when  requested  to  do  so  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  labor  and  the  representatives 
of    the    employers    of    longshoremen.     He 
shall    be    appointed    for   a    perio-d    of    one 
year    and    shall    serve    until    a    successor 
has  been  selected.    The  impartial  chairman 
shall  receive  such  compensation  for  his  ser- 
vices as  shall  be  agreed  upon  by  labor  and 
the  employers  of  longshoremen,  each  paying 
to  said  chairman  an  equal  amount  for  such 
services  as  shall  be  rendered  by  him. 

16.  As  soon  as  said  elections  shall  have 
occurred,  the  representatives  chosen  in  each 
of  the  States  of  Washington,  Oregon  and 
California  shall   elect  three  representatives 
for  the  purpose  of  meeting  with  representa- 
tives of  the  employers  of  longshoremen  and 
the  government   to  establish  wages,   hours 
and  conditions  of  labor  and  such  other  rules 
and  practices  as  may  be  common  to  all  ports. 

17.  The     employers     of     longshoremen 
shall  select  three  representatives   from  the 
State  of  Washington,  three  from  the  State 
of  Oregon  and  three  from  the  State  of  Cali- 
fornia for  a  like  purpose. 

18.  Said  representative  of  longshoremen 
and  all  of  the  employers  shall   meet  as  a 
Board  of   Arbitration   in   the  City  of   San 
Francisco  on  the  15th  day  of  April  A.  D. 
1934,  and  shall  select  an  impartial  chairman 
who,  together  with  such  representatives  shall 
constitute   the   Arbitration   Board.     In   the 
event  that  within  three  days  said  impartial 
chairman  cannot  be  agreed  upon,  such  im- 
partial  chairman   shall   be  selected   by  the 
National  Labor  Board. 

19.  Such  Board  of  Arbitration  so  estab- 
lished  shall   determine   and   establish   such 
wages,  hours  and  conditions  of  employment 
and  such  other  rules,  regulations  and  prac- 
tices as  are  common  to  all  ports  as  to  them 
shall  seem  just,  and  when  such  arbitration 
agreement  has  been  reached,  it  shall  be  re- 
duced to  writing  and  become  binding  and 
effective  in  all  ports  of  the  Pacific  Coast, 
and  upon  all  parties  to  said  arbitration,  for 
a  period  of  one  year  from  the  date  of  its 
adoption.   Such  agreement  may  be  continued 
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indefinitely  if  satisfactory  to  all  parties,  or  a 
new  and  modified  agreement  made  at  the 
expiration  of  said  year,  if  the  parties  so 
desire. 

20.  All  evidence  taken  by  the  Long- 
shoremen's Conciliation  Board,  appointed  by 
President  Roosevelt,  shall  be  considered  by 
the  Arbitration  Board  provided  herein,  and 
shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if 
it  had  been  originally  presented  to  the 
Board  of  Arbitration.  A  transcript  of  such 
testimony  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  for 
the  use  of  the  Board  of  Arbitration. 


21.  Any  provision  of  this  understanding 
which  is  in  direct  conflict  with  any  provi- 
sions of  the  National  Recovery  Act,  or  any 
regulations  issued  thereunder,  except  as  to 
mere  matters  of  procedure  shall  be  super- 
seded thereby. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF  the  parties  hereto 
have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals  this 

day  of ,  A.  D. 

INTERNATIONAL  LONGSHOREMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION 
WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 


Exhibit  "G" 

TERMS  OF  SETTLEMENT  OF  APRIL  3RD 


San  Francisco,  April  3,  1934. 

1st.  Selection  of  Representation.  To 
expedite  matters  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  of  San  Francisco  propose  that  they 
accept  the  International  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation as  the  representative  of  the  major- 
ity cf  the  longshoremen  of  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  district.  As  such  they  will  meet  with 
the  representatives  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  for  the  purpose 
of  collective  bargaining.  The  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union,  if  permitted  or  required 
by  law,  will  recognize  also  the  known 
spokesmen  of  any  other  bona  fide  group  or 
groups  of  longshoremen  employed  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  District.  The  employers 
commit  themselves  to  extend  to  all  long- 
shoremen employed  within  their  jurisdiction 
such  wages  and  working  conditions  as  are 
agreed  upon  between  themselves  and  the 
representatives  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association.  They  also  commit 
themselves  not  to  extend  to  any  minor  group 
or  groups  wages  or  working  conditions  more 
favorable  than  those  agreed  upon  with  the 
representatives  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association. 

2nd.  Collective  Bargaining  and  Settle- 
ment of  Disputes.  The  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  propose  that  inasmuch  as 
the  Shipping  Code  is,  according  to  latest 
advices,  shortly  to  be  executed  and  as 


its  provisions  will  thereafter  be  bind- 
ing, provisions  for  mediation  and  arbi- 
tration in  case  of  dispute  be  set  up  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  the  Code. 
This  proposal  refers  to  Sections  10  and  11 
and  the  employers  suggest  that  pending  the 
setup  of  the  Code  machinery,  the  Regional 
Director  of  the  Labor  Board  act  in  lieu  of 
the  Administrator  and  that  the  Pacific 
American  Steamship  Association  act  in  lieu 
of  the  Code  authority  in  the  nomination  of 
representatives  for  employee  and  employer. 

3.  Dispatching  Hall.  The  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union  concur  in  the  suggestion 
that  a  Dispatching  Hall  must  be  established 
in  order  to  cure  many  of  the  difficulties  and 
complaints  which  have  arisen  from  the  dis- 
patching system  heretofore  in  effect  in  this 
port,  and  to  effectuate  a  more  equitable  dis- 
tribution of  the  work  among  the  men  em- 
ployed in  the  industry.  Employers  realize 
that  this  neither  can  be  a  hall  operated 
solely  by  themselves  nor  can  it  be  a  hall 
operated  solely  by  a  labor  organization. 
Some  measure  of  joint  representation  or 
joint  management  can  be  worked  out  and 
the  employers  are  confident  that  the  em- 
ployees and  themselves  can  develop  a  fair 
and  satisfactory  solution. 

4th.  The  employers  again  state  their 
view  that  because  of  local  differences  each 
port's  problems  must  be  handled  separately. 
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Exhibit  "H" 

LETTER  TO  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS  RE  CHANGES  IN  WORKING  RULES 


WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

President's  Office 

215  Market  Street,  Room  832 

San  Francisco 

April  20,  1934 
All  Members: 

At  the  membership  meeting  of  April  17th 
approval  was  given  to  the  four  proposals 
your  Executive  Committee  had  made  to  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Assoociation. 

The  purpose  of  the  proposals  was  to 
correct  as  promptly  as  possible  some  of 
the  more  urgent  complaints  of  the  men, 
particularly  better  distribution  of  the  avail- 
able work  among  the  bona  fide  long- 
shoremen of  the  port,  the  avoidance  of 
long  shifts,  and  the  elimination  of  men 
who  have  no  proper  claim  upon  the  in- 
dustry for  support. 

The  proposals  were: 

1st.  Registration  of  longshoremen,  with 
a  dead  line  set  to  exclude  men  who  have 
drifted  in  from  other  industries,  and  who, 
having  no  legitimate  claim  upon  the 
waterfront  for  a  livelihood,  serve  to  re- 
duce the  earnings  of  those  men  who  have 
such  a  claim. 


2nd.  No  men  to  be  employed  to  ex- 
ceed 48  hours  in  any  one  week. 

3rd.  No  gangs  to  be  worked  longer 
than  15  hours  in  one  stretch  with  the 
required  time  off  for  meals. 

4th.  After  being  discharged  no  gang 
to  be  reemployed  until  it  has  had  eight 
hours  time  off. 

The  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation has  today  advised  its  acceptance  of 
these  proposals,  and,  as  agreed,  they  are 
therefore  to  be  made  effective  immediate- 
ly. Acceptance  of  proposal  number  one 
is  in  principle  only,  the  dead  line  and 
other  necessary  details  are  still  to  be  de- 
termined. 

Your  complete  cooperation  and  sup- 
port in  making  these  agreed  upon  rules 
effective  is  earnestly  solicited.  Pending 
the  setup  of  the  Dispatching  Hall,  the 
plans  for  which  Mr.  Foisie  is  now  develop- 
ing, the  necessary  working  out  of  details 
for  temporary  handling  must  be  left  to 
the  individual  employers. 

Yours  faithfully, 

T.  G.  PLANT,  President. 
TGP:PG 


Exhibit  "I" 

LETTER  FROM  JOSEPH  P.  RYAN  TO  STEAMSHIP  COMPANIES 


INTERNATIONAL    LONGSHOREMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION 
Copy 

Affiliated  with  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  and  Trades  and   Labor 

Congress  of  Canada 
Sent  Air  Mail. 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  March  20,  1934 
American- Hawaiian  Steamship  Co., 
Operating  managers  for 

American-Hawaiian  Steamship  Co., 
Williams  Steamship  Co., 
Oceanic  Oriental  Steamship  Co-. 
San  Francisco,  Cal. 
Gentlemen: 

During  the  period  that  has  elapsed  since 
July  1,  1933  to  the  present  date,  the  long- 
shoremen on  the  Pacific  Coast  evidently 
dissatisfied  with  the  situation  in  effect  for 


the  past  several  years  and  taking  advantage 
of  their  rights  under  Section  7-"a"  of  the 
N.I.R.A.  have  reaffiliated  with  our  Inter- 
national Association,  so  that  we  now  have 
the  right  to  represent  them  one  hundred 
per  cent. 

I,  as  Labor  Adviser  to  Deputy  Adminis- 
trator John  B.  Weaver,  who  has  been 
assigned  the  task  of  formulating  a  code  for 
the  shipping  industry,  have  fully  cooper- 
ated with  the  steamship  interests  in  an  effort 
to  have  a  stabilization  clause  inserted  in 
the  code,  realizing  that  otherwise  our  in- 
dustry will  continue  in  the  same  deplorable 
condition  it  has  been  in  for  the  past  sev- 
eral years.  *  *  *  I  have  not  been  insistent 
in  demanding  that  protective  labor  clauses 
be  inserted  therein,  but  on  the  contrary 
have  been  satisfied  to  comply  with  the  Ad- 
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ministrator's  request  that  we  allow  such 
clauses  to  be  worked  out  in  the  divisional 
codes  to  follow.  On  the  other  hand,  dif- 
ferent elements  of  the  steamship  industry 
have  pressed  their  individual  claims  to- 
such  an  extent  that  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  the  N.I.R.A.  has  been  in  effect  for  a 
period  of  ten  months,  there  is  still  no 
code  covering  the  steamship  industry  in 
effect  and  the  prospects  are  that  it  will 
be  several  months  longer  before  one  can 
be  agreed  upon,  if  at  all. 

I,  therefore,  feel  it  is  unfair  for  the 
Pacific  Coast  steamship  interests  to  take 
the  position  that  they  will  not  give  their 
longshore  employees  the  right  to  collective 
bargaining  until  such  time  as  the  Code  is 
signed. — The  men  deeply  resent  your  atti- 
tude and  have  by  an  overwhelming  ma- 
jority, voted  to  cease  work  until  such  time 
as  you  do  recognize  the  Organization 
which  they  have  chosen  to  represent  them 
and  enter  into  negotiations  for  an  agree- 
ment covering  their  wages  and  working 
conditions  in  each  port.  They  feel  this 
could  be  better  accomplished  by  meeting 
in  the  key  port  of  San  Francisco — both 
representatives  of  the  various  steamship 


companies     and    our    Association     in     at- 
tendance. 

I,  too,  feel  this  would  expedite  the 
working  out  of  an  agreement  as  far  as 
wages  and  hours  are  concerned;  the 
method  of  hiring  men  and  minor  port 
conditions  to  be  settled  with  the  em- 
ployers in  the  separate  ports. 

I  would  appreciate  it  therefore  if  you 
would  give  this  matter  due  consideration 
and  advise  me  as  soon  as  possible  just 
what  are  your  views  in  the  matter. 

Am  sending  copy  of  this  communication 
to  President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt;  Gen- 
eral Hugh  S.  Johnson,  Chairman  of  the 
National  Recovery  Administration;  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  Frances  Perkins  and  Senator 
Robert  F.  Wagner,  Chairman  of  the  Na- 
tional Labor  Board,  as  I  feel  that  a  cessa- 
tion of  work  would  have  a  disastrous  ef- 
fect upon  our  industry,  and  because  I  do 
not  wish  to  issue  the  call  which  will 
affect  every  steamship  upon  the  Pacific 
Coast  until  I  honestly  feel  that  all  other 
methods  have  been  exhausted. 
Yours  very  truly, 
(Signed)  JOSEPH  P.  RYAN, 

-  International  President. 
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REPLY  TO  RYAN'S  LETTER  FROM  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS 


WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

President's  Office 

215   Market  Street,  Room  832 

San  Francisco 

March  29,   1934. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Ryan,  International  President, 
International    Longshoremen's    Association, 
New  York,  N.  Y. 
Dear  Mr.  Ryan: 

On  behalf  of  our  membership,  all  of 
whom  apparently  have  received  identical 
communications  from  you  under  dates  of 
March  20th  and  March  21st,  I  beg  to  advise 
you  the  following: 

The  waterfront  employers  of  this  port 
have  not  at  any  time  refused  to  meet  with 
representatives  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association.  Any  statement  that 
we  had  refused  to  meet  with  them  and 
specifically  had  refused  to  meet  with  them 
before  adoption  of  a  Code  for  the  industry 
is  absolutely  contrary  to  facts.  Mr.  George 
Creel,  formerly  Regional  Director  of  the 


San  Francisco  Regional  Labor  Board,  had 
both  representatives  of  your  Association 
and  of  the  employers  in  his  office  on 
numerous  occasions  and  can  confirm  our 
statement. 

The  second  point  covered  in  your  let- 
ters was  the  reported  refusal  of  the  water- 
front employers  of  this  port  to  undertake 
to  speak  for  all  Pacific  Coast  ports.  Many 
lines  maintain  services  to  other  ports  which 
do  not  maintain  services  to  San  Francisco. 
Working  conditions  and  conditions  of  em- 
ployment differ  at  each  Pacific  Coast  port. 
Both  circumstances  make  it  impossible  for 
the  employers  here  to  speak  for  all  and 
even  if  we  did  attempt  to  speak  for 
people  we  do  not  represent  it  would  not 
be  binding  in  any  event. 

Fortunately  since  your  letters  were  writ- 
ten, the  strike  order  has  been  suspended 
at  the  request  of  President  Roosevelt  and 
hearings  are  now  under  way  on  the  issues 
in  dispute  by  a  Board  appointed  by  the 
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Chief   Executive.   We   sincerely   hope  that      harmonious  relations  between  employer  and 

all  of  the  misunderstandings  will  be  cleared      employee.  Yours  truly, 

up  at  these  hearings  and  that  the  way  wilKIW' 

be  paved  for  a  resumption  of  peaceful  and      TGP:PB  Secretary. 

Exhibit  "K" 

NOTIFICATION  FROM  LONGSHOREMEN'S  ASSOCIATION  TO  WATERFRONT 
EMPLOYERS  RE  TERMINATION  OF  NEGOTIATIONS 


INTERNATIONAL  LONGSHOREMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION 

Local  38-79 

113  Steuart  Street  -  Phone   Garfield   4062 

Lee  J.  Holman,  President 

Ivan  F.  Cox,  Rec.  Secretary 

Affiliated    with    American    Federation    of 

Labor,    International    Transport    Workers' 

Federation  and  Trades  and  Labor 

Congress  of  Canada. 
San  Francisco,  Cal.,  April  30,  1934. 
Mr.  T.  G.  Plant,  President, 
San    Francisco    Waterfront    Employers 

Association 

Room  829  Matson  Building, 
San  Francisco,  California. 
Dear  Sir: 

The  following  motion  was   unanimously 


concurred  in  by  Local  38-79,  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  at  a  special 
meeting,  held  Sunday,  April  29,  1934. 

Motion:  Regularly  moved,  seconded  and 
carried,  that  unless  something  definite  shall 
have  been  arrived  at  by  the  joint  com- 
mittee of  five  and  five  and  the  committee 
of  two  and  two,  by  Monday  evening,  eight 
P.M.,  May  7th,  1934;  negotiations  shall  be 
discontinued. 

Respectfully  yours, 
(Signed)   IVAN  F.  Cox, 

Secretary-Treasurer  Pro   Tern 
LOCAL  38-79,  I.  L.  A. 

P.  S.  Copies  transmitted  to  International 
President  Joseph  P.  Ryan,  Pacific  Coast 
District  President  William  J.  Lewis  and 
Pacific  Coast  Secretary  John  C.  Bjorklund. 


Exhibit  "L" 

May  7,  1934 
SUGGESTED 

WAGES,  HOURS  AND  WORKING  RULES  OF 

THE  INTERNATIONAL  LONGSHOREMEN'S  ASSOCIATION  AND 

THE  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

IN  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  DISTRICT 


The  following  agreement  proposed  by 
the  Waterfront  Employers  and  accepted  by 
the  representatives  of  the  San  Francisco 
Local  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation at  the  time  of  the  President's  Im- 
partial Labor  Board  hearing  is  the  basic 
working  understanding  between  longshore- 
men and  employers  in  this  port  since 
April  3,  1934. 

"(1)  Selection  of  Representation:  To 
expedite  matters,  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  of  San  Francisco  propose  that  they 
accept  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  as  the  representative  of  the 
majority  of  the  longshoremen  of  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  District.  As  such  they  will 
meet  with  the  representatives  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 


for  the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining. 
The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  if  per- 
mitted or  required  by  law  will  recognize 
also  the  known  spokesman  of  any  other 
bona  fide  group  or  groups  of  longshoremen 
employed  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  District. 
The  employers  commit  themselves  to  ex- 
tend to  all  longshoremen  employed  within 
their  jurisdiction  such  wages  and  working 
conditions  as  are  agreed  upon  between 
themselves  and  the  representatives  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association. 
They  also  commit  themselves  not  to  ex- 
tend to  any  minor  group  or  groups  wages 
or  working  conditions  more  favorable  than 
those  agreed  upon  with  the  representatives 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation. 
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(2)  Collective   Bargaining   and   Settle- 
ment   of   Disputes:    The  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers'   Union   propose   that   inasmuch   as 
the  Shipping  Code  is,  according  to   latest 
advices,  shortly  to  be  executed  and  as  its 
provisions  will  thereafter  be  binding,   that 
provision  for  mediation  and  arbitration  in 
case   of   dispute   be   set   up   in    accordance 
with    the    provisions    of    the    Coxde.    This 
proposal  refers  to  Sections  10  and  11  and 
the  employers  suggest  that  pending  the  set- 
up of  the   Code   machinery,   the  Regional 
Director  of  the   Labor   Board   act   in   lieu 
of  the  Administrator  and  the  Pacific  Amer- 
ican Steamship  Association  act  in  lieu  c-f 
the  Code   authority   in  the  nomination  of 
representatives  for  employee  and  employer. 

(3)  Dispatching  Hall:  The  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union  concur  in  the  suggestion 
that    a    Dispatching   Hall    must    be    estab- 
lished in  order  to  cure  many  of  the  diffi- 
culties  and   complaints   which   have  arisen 
fro-m  the  dispatching  system  heretofore  in 
effect  in  this  port  and  to  effectuate  a  more 
equitable  distribution   of  the  work  among 
the   men   employed    in    the    industry.    Em- 
ployers realize  that  this  neither  can   be  a 
hall  operated  solely  by  themselves  nor  can 
it    be    a   hall    operated    solely    by   a  labor 
organization.  Some  measure  of  joint  repre- 
sentation   or    joint    management    can     be 
worked    out   and    the    employers    are   con- 
fident that   the   employees    and    themselves 
can   develop   a   fair   and   satisfactory   solu- 
tion. 

(4)  The    employers    again    state    their 
view    that    because    of    local    differences, 
each    port's    problems    must    be    handled 
separately." 

The  following  agreement  on  wage  rates, 
hour  and  working  rules  is  entered  into 
pursuant  to  the  general  agreement  between 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion and  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union 
effected  April  3,  1934. 

JURISDICTION 

This  Agreement  applies  to  all  longshore 
work  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Dis- 
trict by  the  member  companies.  The  Bay 
District  includes  all  waters  tributary  there- 
to up  to  and  including  Pittsburg. 

Longshore  work  is  defined  to  include 
all  labor  in  connection  with  cargo  hand- 
ling in  loading  and  discharging  vessels, 
cars  and  barges,  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
member  companies. 


WAGE   SCALE 
The  wages  paid  per  hour  are: 

Straight  Over- 
Time      time 

Longshore  work  $.85  $1.25 

Oriental  Oil  (in  cases)  95     i.4o 

Creosote  Lumber  or  Piles  95     1.40 

Green    Hides    95     1.40 

Lamp  Black  (30  tons  or  more)     .95     1.40 

Soda  Ash  (in  bags  only)   95     1.40 

Animal   Base   fertilizer   95     l.4o 

Scrap  metal  cargoes   (excluding 

rails)   discharging  only  95     i.4o 

Foreign  cement  (packed  in  loose 
loose  mesh  bags  without  in- 
ner container)  95     1.40 

Shoveling   (all  commodities)....  1.05     1.55 
Shoveling  Bones  (only  when  of- 
fensive)       1.55     1.55 

EXPLOSIVES 

When  general  cargo  is  worked 
in  a  compartment  in  which 
explosives  are  already  loaded 
unprotected 

or 

When  general  cargo  and  ex- 
plosives are  being  worked  in 
different  compartments  simul- 
taneously    1.25  1.25 

DAMAGED  CARGO: 
If  a  cargo  of  a  vessel  either  in 
whole  or  in  part  is  badly 
damaged  the  wages  for  hand- 
ling that  part  of  the  cargo 
only,  which  is  in  a  badly 
damaged  or  offensive  condi- 
tion shall  be  1.25  1.25 

Note:  Paymasters  will  figure  one  and  one- 
half  times  basic  rate  of  85  cents  and  $1.25 
as  $1.25  and  $1.90. 

HOURS 

Straight  time  shall  be  the  hours  between 
8  A.M.  and  5  P.M.;  with  the  exceptions 
of  Sundays  and  holidays. 

Overtime  shall  be  all  other  time. 
Holidays : 

New  Year's  Day 

Lincoln's  Birthday 

Washington's    Birthday 

Decoration  Day 

Independence  Day 

Labor  Day 

Admission  Dad 

Armistice  Day 

Thanksgiving  Day 

Christmas  Day 
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Meal  Hours:  One  hour  shall  be  allowed 
for  meals  between — 
11  A.M.  and  1  P.M. 

5  P.M.  and  7  P.M. 
11  P.M.  and  1  A.M. 

6  A.M.  and  8  A.M. 

If  employees  are  not  allowed  a  full 
hour  for  meals  during  the  designated 
meal  hours,  employers  agree  to  pay  for 
that  portion  of  the  meal  hour  worked  at 
one  and  one-half  the  straight  or  overtime 
rate,  as  the  case  may  be. 
Meal  Hour  Exceptions: 

( 1 )  When  men  work  through  any  meal 
hour   to  finish   a   hatch  which   they   have 
been    working    prior    to    the    meal    hour 
period,   and    are    released   by   the   end   of 
the  meal  hour,  they  shall  have  no  claim 
for  overtime. 

(2)  When  a  vessel  finishes  at  a  dock 
at    1    P.M.,   the  men  shall  have  no  claim 
for  overtime  due  to  working  through  the 
noon  meal  hour. 

(3)  When  men  are  required  to  travel 
during   meal   hours   due    to    shifting   of   a 
vessel,  at  points  other  than  along  the  San 
Francisco  waterfront,  they  shall  be  allowed 
one  full   hour  for  the  meal  hour,  and  in 
addition  shall  be  allowed  one-half  hour  for 
traveling,  and  shall  be  paid  for  this  half 
hour  at  the  prevailing  rate.  When  transpor- 
tation is  provided  and  used  after  the  meal 
hour  men  shall  start  work  on  arrival  at  the 
job. 

Six  Hour  Limit: 

If  men  are  worked  over  six  consecutive 
hours,  all  time  in  excess  of  six  hours 
shall  be  paid  at  time-and-one-half  the  pre- 
vailing rate. 

WORKING  RULES 

Hiring  Hours:  (Temporary  rule,  until  Dis- 
patching Hall  is  set  up). 
Men    available    for    work    will    receive 
their   orders 

between  7  A.M.  and  8  A.M. 

at  11:30  A.M.; 
and  at  4:00  P.M. 
Ordering  to  Work: 

When  men  are  ordered  to  work  during 
straight  time  hours,  if  no  work  is  pro- 
vided men  may  be  held  standing  by  for 
the  first  hour  without  pay,  at  which  time 
pay  begins  and  continues  until  men  are 
dismissed  or  work  is  provided.  A  minimum 
of  2  hours'  pay  will  be  allowed  whether 


work  is  provided  or  work  lasts  less  than 
2  hours.  (This  section  does  not  apply  to 
car  work). 

When  men  are  ordered  to  report  for 
work,  or  are  ordered  back  to  work,  during 
overtime  hours,  they  shall  be  paid  from 
the  hour  so  ordered  and  at  which  time 
they  report,  and  their  pay  to  continue 
until  dismissed.  In  case  there  is  no  work  or 
the  work  does  not  last  two  hours,  they 
shall  receive  two  hours'  pay.  When  men 
resume,  continue  or  start  a  new  job  be- 
tween the  hours  of  1  A.M.  and  5  A.M.  they 
shall  receive  not  less  than  four  hours'  pay 
at  the  overtime  rate. 

Suspension  of   Work: 

In  case  of  suspension  of  work  for  one 
hour  or  less,  while  the  vessel  is  working, 
during  straight  time  hours,  no  deduction 
shall  be  made  for  time  lost;  but  men  shall 
receive  full  pay  for  the  first  hour,  and 
half  pay  thereafter  until  such  time  as  work 
is  resumed  or  men  dismissed  for  the  day. 
During  overtime  hours  no  deduction  shall 
be  made  for  such  loss  of  time. 
Time  for  Covering  Hatches: 

When  hatches  are  to-  be  covered  by  the 
men  they  shall  be  allowed  ten  minutes 
before  quitting  time. 

RULES    GOVERNING   WORK    AWAY    FROM 

SAN  FRANCISCO 

The  following  rules  apply  only  on  work 
done  away  from  San  Francisco. 

Travel  Expense: 

When   men  are   ordered   to   points   out- 
side the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
and    to   vessels    in    the   stream,    employers 
shall  pay  the  travel  expense  both  ways. 
Travel  Time: 

Going — Men  shall  be  paid  actual  travel 
time  to  points  outside  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  and  to  vessels  in 
the  stream;  except  that  for  men  going  to 
Oakland  and/or  Oakland  Inner  Harbor  and 
Alameda  one-half  hour  will  be  allowed. 

Returning — Travel  time  returning  to  San 
Francisco  will  be  allowed  only  when  or- 
dered to  report  in  San  Francisco  on  same 
vessel  in  same  day;  actual  time  allowed 
but  not  to  exceed: 

1    hour    from    Richmond    or   Richmond 

Inner  harbor; 

1^/2   hours  from   Points   Richmond,   Orient 
or  San   Pablo; 
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2    hours    from    all    points    above    Point 

San  Pablo; 

except  that  one-half  hour  travel  time  al- 
lowed men  returning  from  Oakland  and/or 
Oakland  Inner  Harbor  and  Alameda  only 
when  ordered  to  report  on  same  vessel 
same  day. 

All  travel  time  shall  be  at  the  straight 
time  rate. 
Conditions: 

The  men's  pay  shall  begin  on  arrival,  at 
the  place  where  ordered,  and  continue  dur- 
ing regular  working  hours  until  job  is  com- 
pleted, (except  Oakland  and/or  Oakland 
Inner  Harbor  and  Alameda,  which  shall 
be  covered  by  the  Ordering  to  Work 
Rule). 

Men  shall  be  furnished  with  the  quick- 
est means  of  transportation  back  to  San 
Francisco. 

Men  shall  remain  with  job  until  finished, 
otherwise  transportation  to  be  charged  to 
such  men,  except  in  case  of  sickness  or 
injury. 

The  day  shall  be  considered  to  com- 
mence at  12  midnight  and  to  end  at  mid- 
night. 

When  working  away  from  San  Fran- 
cisco by  mutual  agreement  between  the  em- 
ployer and  a  majority  of  the  men  affected 
the  meal  hours  may  be  changed  without 
claim  by  the  men. 
Meals  and  Lodging: 

Employer  shall  furnish  men  with  suit- 
able board  and  lodging  when  men  are 
taken  from  San  Francisco  to  Richmond 
and  points  above. 

If  men  are  worked  to   6   P.M.   or   later 
they  shall  be  provided  with  a  meal  or  paid 
meal  money,  except  Oakland,  and/or  Oak- 
land  Inner  Harbor  and  Alameda. 
GENERAL 

The  employers  and  employees  shall  each 
appoint  a  conference  committee  of  three 
(3)  members,  which  upon  complaint, 
lodged  by  either  party  with  the  other, 
shall  immediately  investigate  the  incident 
or  the  conditions  complained  of,  and  ad- 
just same,  but  there  shall  be  no  stoppage 
of  work. 

This  Agreement  is  effective  as  of  the 
date  of  signing,  and  shall  remain  in  effect 
until 

SUPPLEMENTAL  AGREEMENT 
The  following  items  are  either  interpre- 
tations of  the  General  Rules  or  proposed 


exceptions  to  them  where  conditions  justify. 
It  is  desirable  that  there  should  be  no 
practices  in  the  Port  varying  from  the 
written  Agreement.  Therefore  this  is  a 
supplement  to  the  General  Rules. 

1.  Crews   may  rig   and   otherwise   pre- 
pare vessels  for  handling  cargo. 

2.  Animal    Base    Fertilizers    to    which 
penalty  rates  do  not  apply: 

a.  Bone  Meal. 

b.  Other  non-offensive  types — Conference 
Committee   to  decide   marginal   types. 

3.  "When    men    resume,    continue    or 
start    a    new   job    between    the    hours    of 
1   A.M.  and   5   A.M.   they  shall  receive  not 
less  than  four  hours'  pay  at  the  overtime 
rate"  shall  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  pay 
shall    begin   at   the   hours,   but   they   shall 
receive    four    hours'    pay    at    the    overtime 
rate  even  though  they  work  less  than  four 
hours. 

4.  The  suspension  of  Work  Rule  shall 
not  govern  the  shifting  of  a  vessel  from 
one     dock    to     another     within     Oakland 
and/or  Oakland  Inner  Harbor  and/or  Ala- 
meda, or  from  one  dock  to  another  along 
the   San    Francisco    waterfront    during   the 
hours  of  8  A.M.  and  5  P.M. 

5.  Men    ordered    from    Richmond    or 
above    to    report    for    work    at    Oakland 
and/or    Oakland    Inner    Harbor   and    Ala- 
meda on  the  same  vessel  on  the  same  day 
shall    receive    the    same    Travel    Time    al- 
lowance as  though  they  had  been  ordered 
to  San  Francisco. 

6.  The  Suspension  of  Work  Rule  shall 
govern  all  other  lost  time  due  to  shifting 
vessel. 

7.  Late  Afternoon   Shifts:    (An   excep- 
tion to  meal  hour  rules).    When  a  vessel 
shifts  to  another  dock  in  the  late  afternoon 
and    work    would    otherwise    be    resumed 
after    the    evening    meal    hooir,    men    may 
resume   work,    if   a    majority   of   the    men 
affected  so  desire,  when  the  vessel  arrives, 
without  going  to   supper.  Men  shall   then 
be  paid  overtime   from   the  time  work   is 
resumed  until  released,  but  shall  have  no 
claim    for    penalty    time    during    the    eve- 
ning meal  hour. 

8.  Transportation  furnished  by  the  em- 
ployers  shall    be   safe   and   as    suitable    as 
can   be   reasonably   secured. 

9.  "The    same    day"    shall    be    under- 
stood to    mean    the    calendar    day,    begin- 
ning at   12   midnight  and  ending   at  mid- 
night. 
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10.  It   is   understood  that   should   suit- 
able restaurants  or  lunch  rooms  be  estab- 
lished   at   Richmond    Inner    and/or    Outer 
Harbor  the   men   shall   furnish   their  own 
midday  meal  at  these  points,  but  all  other 
meals  to  be  furnished  by  the  employer. 

11.  Steam   Schooners    shall   be   denned 
as  such  vessels  as  are  exclusively  engaged 
in  Coastwise  trade  between  ports  in  Cali- 
fornia   and/or    Oregon    and    Washington, 
and    regularly    use    their    crews    to   handle 
cargo. 

12.  Travel    Expense   and   Travel  Time 
allowance  for  men  working  on  vessels  dis- 
charging raw  sugar  at  Crockett,  who  live 
in   the   East   Bay  District,   has   yet   to   be 
determined     by     agreement     between     the 
Executive    Committee   of    the  I.  L.  A.    and 
Mr.  H.  Gallagher. 

13.  Vessels  engaged  exclusively  in  the 
coastwise  trade  may  suspend  loading  dur- 
ing   straight    time    hours,    while   awaiting 
cargo,  without  incurring  a  penalty. 

14.  It    seems    desirable    to    suggest    a 
coastwise   supplemental    agreement,    rigidly 
adhering    to    base    wages,    but    permitting 
certain    coastwise   practices,    varying    from 
offshore   practices,   where  coastwise   condi- 
tions   clearly    justify    and    where    offshore 
practices  cannot  be  practically  adhered  to. 


TEMPORARY  AGREEMENT  ON 
MAXIMUM  HOURS 

Pending  the  setting  up  of  a  Dispatch- 
ing Hall  for  the  purpose  of  distributing 
the  work  more  equitably,  the  following 
general  limitations  on  hours  of  work  are 
adopted  temporarily: 

No  men  will  be  employed  to  exceed  48 
hours  in  any  one  week. 

No  gang  will  be  worked  longer  than  15 
hours  in  one  stretch,  with  the  required 
time  ofi  for  meals. 

After  being  discharged  no  gang  will  be 
re-employed  until  it  has  had  eight  (8) 
hours  off. 

The  purpose  of  these  limitations  volun- 
tarily entered  into,  is  to  distribute  the 
work  reasonably  as  far  as  this  can  be  done 
by  reducing  long  shifts  of  work,  while 
leaving  flexibility  in  operations.  These 
limits  should  be  applied  with  common 
sense  and  based  on  competent  men  being 
available  as  needed.  Management  must  be 
allowed  the  greatest  freedom  practicable 
within  these  general  limits  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  spirit,  so  as  to  work 
out  their  operating  problems  in  the  man- 
ner they  deem  best.  After  the  facts  of 
hiring  become  known  through  the  Dis- 
patching Hall  and  controls  set  up  jointly 
by  men  and  management,  permanent  and 
improved  methods  of  distributing  the  work 
will  be  adopted. 


Exhibit  "L-l" 

LETTER  FROM  PLANT  TO  LEWIS  RE  PUBLICITY 


May  7,  1934. 
Mr.  W.  J.  Lewis, 
District  President, 

International    Longshoremen's    Association, 
San  Francisco,  California. 

Dear  Sir: 

I  again  respectfully  urge  that  you 
concur  in  my  suggestion  of  Saturday 
that  the  employers  prepare,  from  their 
standpoint,  a  brief  concise  statement  of 
the  negotiations  and  the  results  thereof  to 


date,  emphasizing,  again  from  their  stand- 
point, what  they  feel  your  Association  and 
its  members  have  gained  so  far.  This 
statement  we  would  submit  to  you  before 
we  distribute  it,  so  that  you  can  be  sure 
that  it  is  a  fair  statement  of  the  position 
the  employers  have  taken  during  the  pro- 
longed negotiations. 

Yours  faithfully, 
(Signed)  T.  G.  PLANT,  President. 
TGP/FS 
COPY 
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Exhibit  "M" 

ADVERTISEMENT  BY  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS,  MAY  8TH 


To  THE  LONGSHOREMEN  OF  THE 
SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  DISTRICT 

Again  you  have  decided  to  use  the  strike 
method  in  an  effort  to  force  your  demands. 
The  peaceful  means  of  settling  differences 
which,  following  our  dispute  and  your 
strike  threat  in  March,  both  of  us  agreed 
we  would  use  in  the  future,  are  to  be 
abandoned. 

The  issue  last  time  was  a  closed  shop 
contract  for  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association.  The  law  forbids  such 
contracts.  The  employers  instead  co-needed 
recognition  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  as  representative  of  the 
majority  of  the  longshoremen  of  the  port 
and,  as  such,  have  bargained  collectively 
with  your  committee  for  the  past  month 
on  wages,  hours  and  working  rules. 

Substantial  progress  has  been  made  on 
all  questions  excepting  wages. 

To  afford  a  better  distribution  of  the 
available  work  a  maximum  work  week, 
exceeding  the  requirements  of  the  pro- 
posed Shipping  Code,  has  been  agreed  to 
and  made  effective. 

To  break  up  long  shifts  a  maximum 
work  period  and  a  minimum  rest  period 
have  also  been  agreed  to  and  made  ef- 
fective. 

To  satisfy  other  complaints,  numerous 
improvements  in  the  working  rules  have 
been  proposed  to  your  committee  by  the 
employers.  The  employers  are  prepared 
to  put  these  in  force  upon  your  acceptance. 

Effective  means  to  correct  violations  of 


the  rules  have  also  been  proposed  by  the 
employers. 

Tdf  correct  other  difficulties  of  the  past 
the  employers,  with  the  full  concurrence 
of  the  officers  of  your  Association,  have 
already  taken  the  initial  steps  to  establish 
a  jointly  controlled  hall  for  the  central 
registration,  the  central  dispatching,  and 
the  central  pay  off  of  longshoremen. 

The  wage  issue  alone  remains  to  be 
settled.  Wages  must  be  adjusted  on  some 
sounder  basis  than  mere  desire  or  demand 
for  an  increase.  The  sound  basis  is  adjust- 
ment with  respect  to  the  cost  of  living.  Do 
not  forget  that  your  employers,  well  in 
advance  of  any  possible  necessity  under 
the  requirements  of  a  Code  yet  to  be 
adopted,  voluntarily  increased  your  wages 
last  December  and  that  the  adjustment 
substantially  exceeded  the  increase  in  cost 
of  living,  coming  to  within  five  cents  of 
the  scale  maintained  from  1924  to  1931. 
The  scale  maintained  during  that  period 
was  exceeded  only  once  during  the  entire 
history  of  this  port  when  in  1920  the 
employers  granted  a  10%  bonus  for  a  few 
months  to-  offset  the  all-time  high  peak 
cost  of  living.  These  are  facts,  which  you, 
of  all  people,  cannot  overlook. 

Peaceful  means  to  settle  the  dispute  on 
wages  are  still  available.  Not  to  use  them 
is  a  violation  of  the  agreement  which  your- 
selves and  ourselves  entered  into  before 
the  President's  Mediation  Board.  You  must 
be  prepared  to  accept  the  responsibility  for 
the  consequences. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 
OF  SAN  FRANCISCO. 


Exhibit  "N" 
STATEMENT  ISSUED  BY  PLANT  RE  STRIKE 


May  9,  1934. 

The  plea  of  the  National  Labor  Board 
to  the  longshoremen  not  to  go  out  on 
strike  has  apparently  gone  unheeded. 

The  basic  agreement  which  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association  en- 
tered into  with  the  employers  only  a  month 
ago  to  exhaust  the  resources  of  mediation 
on  all  matters  before  resorting  to  a  strike 


has  been  broken  over  wages.  Force  is  re- 
sorted to  instead. 

The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of 
San  Francisco  have  avoided  recruiting  any 
new  men  in  advance  of  the  actual  strike 
in  the  effort  to  avoid  widening  the  breach 
as  it  developed  through  Monday  and 
Tuesday.  It  now  becomes  necessary  to 
load  ships  with  new  men  and  recruiting 
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will  begin  at  once.  The  Recruiting  Office 
has  been  opened  at  23  Main  Street;  the 
Police  Department  have  given  assurances 
that  protection  will  be  provided  the  men 
hired. 

Those  regularly  employed  longshoremen 
who  have  reported  for  work  as  usual  this 
morning  will  be  given  complete  protection 
and  lodged  on  their  respective  docks  so 
that  they  need  not  go  through  picket  lines 


if  these  form. 

The  employers  have  experienced  no 
single  instance  of  ill-will  by  the  long- 
shoremen on  any  of  the  ships  or  docks 
as  work  finished  yesterday  and  last  night 
and  up  to  the  strike  hour  this  morning. 
If  this  spirit  prevails  during  the  next 
few  days  the  employers  are  hopeful  it 
will  make  possible  an  early  settlement 
and  no  carry-over  of  ill-will. 


Exhibit  "O" 

DISPLAY  ADVERTISEMENT  FOR  STRIKEBREAKERS 

LONGSHOREMEN    WANTED 

EXPERIENCE  DESIRABLE 

BUT  NOT  NECESSARY 

Apply  Navy  Landing  Pier,  Foot  of 

Howard  Street,  San  Francisco 

85#  an  Hour  Straight  Time 

$1.25   an  Hour  Overtime 

STRIKE  CONDITIONS  PREVAIL 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'   UNION 

By  W.  J.  Petersen 


Exhibit  "P" 

ADVERTISEMENT  BY   WATERFRONT   EMPLOYERS 


May  11,  1934 

To  the  Longshoremen  of  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  District: 

WHAT'S  WRONG  WITH 

LONGSHORE  WAGES! 
You  are  paid  the  highest  wages  of  any 
port  in  the  country: 

— 85^  an  hour  during  the  day. 

— $1.25  an  hour  during  the  night — not 

overtime,   but  night  time. 
— Special   cargoes   pay   higher — many   at 
95*,  some  at  $1.05  and  $1.25;  one  at 
$1.55  an  hour. 

— For  work  through  a  meal  hour,   you 
are  paid  time-and-a-half,  bringing  the 
wage  to  as  high  as  $1.85  an  hour. 
You  actually  earn  on  the  average  nearly 
a  dollar  an  hour. 


Where  will  you  find  a  semi-skilled  craft 
paying  such  wages?  Other  industries,  for 
like  work,  pay  only  from  a  half  to  at 
most  two-thirds  of  what  you  are  paid. 

You  are  within  5^  of  your  1923-1931 
peak.  You  demand  $1.00  and  $1.50.  We 
can't  pay  such  wages  just  because  you 
demand  them. 

We  want  to  pay  you  as  good  wages  as 
the  industry  can  afford.  We  always  have 
paid  top  wages — and  hope  to  keep  it  up. 

Recovery  is  not  yet  here — it  is  only  on 
the  way.  You  are  hurting,  not  helping,  to 
bring  it  back  for  yourselves,  for  us,  and 
for  San  Francisco. 

It  is  an  ill-advised  strike. 

Be  reasonable! 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'   UNION. 


Exhibit  "P-l" 

AGREEMENT  RESTORING  SERVICE  TO  ALASKA 


AGREEMENT  as  parties   of  the  first  part,  and   the   Pa- 

THIS  AGREEMENT  made  and  entered  into  cific    Coast    District    of    the  International 

this   8th   day   of  June    1934,  between   the  Longshoremen's    Association,  party  of   the 

undersigned    Alaska    Steamship    Operators,  second  part. 
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IT  Is  MUTUALLY  AGREED  as  follows: 

1.  During  the  period  of  this  agreement 
the  parties  of  the  first  part  agree  to  em- 
ploy exclusively,    members   of   the   I.  L.  A. 
for   all   of   their    longshoring,    stevedoring 
and    checking    work    in    all    ports    where 
there  is  an  I.  L.  A.  Local  Union,  or  which 
is    served   by   such   Local    Union,    and    all 
gangs  or  men  employed  by  the  first  par- 
ties   shall     be    dispatched    by    the    Local 
I.  L.  A.   Hall   having  jurisdiction  over   the 
pc-rt    served.    In    view    of    the    nature    of 
cargo    handled    to    and    from    Alaska    by 
Steamship    Lines,     the     parties     recognize 
that     the     principle     of     preferred     gangs 
should  apply,  and  agree  to  work  out  with 
the   Local   I.  L.  A.  Hall  from  which  long- 
shoremen   and    checkers    are    employed,    a 
system  of    furnishing    and    dispatching    to 
first  parties   such   preferred   gangs   as  may 
be    reasonably    necessary    to-    check,    load 
or  discharge  Alaska  cargo. 

2.  The   party   of   the   first   part   agrees 
to  pay  the  basic  union  wages  which  were 
paid  and  observe  the  Union  Working  Rules 
which  were  in  effect  on  Puget  Sound  on 
May    1st,    1934,    for    truckers,    stevedores, 
checkers  and   all  other  longshoremen,  and 
further  agrees  to  comply  with  the  hours  as 
covered    by    Second    Party's    brief    on    the 
Shipping  Code  and  presented  at  the  hear- 
ing   at    Washington,    D.C.,    on  November 
9th  and  10th,  1933. 

It  is  further  agreed  that  when  a  final 
settlement  between  Employers  and  the 
I.  L.  A.  has  been  reached  the  parties  hereto 
shall  be  bound  by  and  will  accept  such 
settlement,  the  provisions  of  which  shall 
supersede  this  agreement;  it  being  further 
agreed  that  any  wage  adjustments  made 
necessary  by  such  settlement  shall  be  made 
retroactive  and  will  be  readjusted  and  paid 
for  all  work  done  under  this  agreement. 

3.  The  party  of  the  second  part  agrees 
to  furnish  competent  men  in  a  reasonable 
length   of   time   to   the   party   of   the  first 
part. 

4.  It  is  further  understood  and  agreed 
that    the    party   of   the    second   part    shall 
not  be  required  to  handle  any  cargo  unfair 
to   said   second   party  or  any  cargo   trans- 
shipped from  any  vessel  or  dock  unfair  to 


said  second  party. 

5.  It   is  further   agreed   that   the   party 
of    the    first    part    shall    not    charter    or 
operate    any    vessel    or    vessels    belonging 
to   any   unfair  company. 

6.  It    is    further    understood    that   this 
agreement  shall  only  apply  to  vessels  and 
cargo    to    and   from   Alaska   direct,    or    to 
load  local  products  from  British  Columbia. 

7.  It   is  further   agreed   that   all   crews 
of    all    ships    under    this    agreement    shall 
be  hired  under  terms  that  are  satisfactory 
to    their   respective   organizations   affiliated 
with  the  A.  F.  of  L.  or  recognized  by  the 
marine  groups  as  having  jurisdiction  over 
the  work. 

8.  It   is   further   agreed   that  the   party 
of    the    first    part    shall    observe    existing 
safety    rules    and    take    proper    precaution 
to   prevent  accidents. 

9.  The    party    of   the    first    part    shall 
have    the    right    to    discharge    any    man 
who    through    either    drunkenness    or    in- 
competency  is  unable  to  perform  his  duties. 

10.  Any    disputes    arising    out    of    this 
agreement    shall    be    amicably    and    impar- 
tially settled  by  joint  committee  consisting 
of    two    representatives    of    the    employers 
and  two  representatives  of  the  union  dele- 
gated with  full  authority  to  settle  any  such 
disputes.   In  the  event  of  a  deadlock  said 
committee  shall  appoint  a  fifth  member  to 
act   as   arbitrator  and   both   sides   agree  to 
be   bound    by   the   decision   of   a   majority 
of  said  committee. 

11.  This  agreement  shall  remain  in  full 
force    and    effect    until    midnight   of    Sep- 
tember   30th,    1934.    Signed    this    8th    day 
of  June  1934. 

Signatures  of  First  Party: 

T.  B.  WILSON,  Alaska  Steamship 

Company. 

WILLIAM  SEMAR,  Northland  Trans- 
portation Co. 
W.  LANGLEY,  Santa  Ana  Steamship 

Company. 

G.  WILLS,  Wills  Navigation  Co. 
Signature  of  Second  Party: 
JOSEPH  P.  RYAN,  International 

President. 
Witness: 

CHARLES  L.  SMITH,  Mayor. 
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Exhibit  "Q" 

STATEMENT  ISSUED  BY  LONGSHOREMEN'S  ASSOCIATION  RE  STRIKE 

OBJECTIVES 


"The  longshoremen  of  the  Pacific  Coast 
held  their  annual  convention  in  San  Fran- 
cisco in  February,  1934.  Delegates  as- 
sembled represented  14,000  longshoremen 
of  the  Pacific  Coast.  At  that  convention 
the  following  program  was  unanimously 
adopted: 

Complete  union  recognition. 

Six-hour  day. 

30-hour  week. 

$1   an  hour  straight  time. 

$1.50  overtime,  and  fair  working  rules. 

"All  of  these  demands  are  in  strict  ac- 
cord with  the  program  laid  down  by  the 
NRA  stipulating  the  rights  of  labor  to  join 
unions  of  their  own  choosing.  The  long- 
shoremen are  100  per  cent  organized  in 
the  I.  L.  A.  which  has  been  thoroughly 
proved  by  the  100  per  cent  walkout  as  a 
result  of  the  I.  L.  A.  strike  call.  There- 
fore the  demand  for  complete  recognition 
of  our  union  as  representing  the  long- 
shoremen is  fully  justified. 

"Complete  recognition  will  give  the 
I.  L.  A.  a  central  hiring  hall  from  which 
to  dispatch  working  crews  to  the  various 
docks.  Previously,  longshoremen  were 
picked  for  duty  from  the  sidewalks  and 
the  men  were  forced  to  stand  around  in 
the  rain  or  shine  for  hours  waiting  to  be 
lined  up,  only  to  be  finally  told  'No  work 
today.' 

"Under  the  system  we  hope  to  set  up, 
and  can  set  up,  men  will  know  the  day 
before  where  they  will  go  to  work — and 
when.  For  the  past  14  years,  longshore- 
men of  San  Francisco  have  been  receiving 
their  work  order  from  a  company  union 
hall.  Grievances  have  been  plenty,  but  no 
attention  was  ever  paid  to  those  griev- 
ances by  officials  of  this  company  union. 

"Under  this  company  union,  a  few  of 
the  gangs  made  all  of  the  work  and  all 
of  the  pay.  The  rest  of  the  gangs,  which 
are  also  needed  on  the  waterfront,  made 
nothing — except  during  'peak'  times. 

"In  contrast  to  the  short  hours  put  in 
by  some  men,  others  work  very  long  hours, 
especially  when  freight  is  plentiful  and 
24  and  36-hour  shifts  without  sleep  are 
a  frequent  occurrence  on  the  waterfront, 


and  this  while  others  are  walking  up  and 
down  the  Embarcadero  looking  for  em- 
ployment. The  employers  prefer  to  keep 
the  same  gang  on  the  ship  during  these 
rush  periods  because  it  saves  bookkeeping 
and  office  work  necessary  in  transferring 
crews. 

"It  is  quite  obvious  that  these  extremely 
long  shifts  are  detrimental  to  the  health 
of  the  men.  Heart  failure  is  frequently 
the  cause  of  death  of  longshoremen.  It  is  a 
hazardous  occupation,  causing  higher  in- 
surance rates  than  other  occupations. 

"Therefore,  it  becomes  vitally  necessary 
that  our  demand  for  the  30-hour  week 
and  six-hour  day  be  accomplished  in  order 
to  eliminate  this  unfair  working  practice. 

"To  an  outsider  it  looks  like  our  de- 
mand for  $1  an  hour  is  a  high  wage,  but 
to-  the  man  who  is  working  at  one  of  the 
hardest  of  any  industries  it  is  obvious 
that  we  are  not  asking  for  more  than  a 
living  wage. 

"In  regard  to  wages:  A  wage  of  $1  an 
hour,  figured  on  a  30-hour  week,  including 
the  overtime,  will  give  every  longshoreman 
an  average  of  $36  a  week,  and  give  a  more 
equitable  distribution  of  the  work. 

"The  longshoremen  themselves  who  have 
been  earning  top  wages  are  willing  to 
sacrifice  their  high  weekly  wages  in  order 
that  their  fellow  longshoremen  can  also 
earn  a  fair  wage. 

"We  have  been  accused  of  retarding 
recovery.  Our  contention  is  that  in  order 
to  bring  about  recovery  shipowners  must 
sacrifice  some  of  their  enormc-us  profits  in 
order  to  increase  employment  among  the 
longshoremen. 

All  of  our  demands  we  consider  fair  and 
just.  They  are  not  merely  demands — they 
are  necessary  to  the  very  existence  of  the 
longshoremen. 

"The  longshoremen  of  the  entire  Pacific 
Coast  have  given  the  shipowners  every 
possible  opportunity  to  adjust  these  dif- 
ferences; and  the  longshoremen  have  also 
given  the  Regional  Labor  Board,  at  the 
request  of  President  Roosevelt,  an  addi- 
tional 45  days  from  the  time  of  the  origi- 
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nal  strike  call,  but  the  attitude  of  the 
shipowners  has  been  such  that  these  ef- 
forts have  proved  futile. 

"The  spirit  of  the  longshoremen   today 


along  the  entire  Pacific  Coast,  backed  as 
we  are  by  public  opinion  and  the  coopera- 
tion and  support  of  all  labor,  assures  us 
of  speedy  victory." 


Exhibit  "R" 

STATEMENT  OF  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYER'S  UNION,   MAY  22,   1934 


"Acting  on  behalf  of  the  shipping  in- 
terests of  San  Francisco,  a  citizens'  com- 
mittee met  in  conference  several  times  last 
week  with  Edward  F.  McGrady,  assistant 
secretary  of  labor,  and  with  members  of 
the  fact  finding  commission  appointed  by 
President  Roosevelt  when  the  longshore 
strike  threatened  late  in  March. 

"The  position  of  the  shipping  interests, 
in  essence  a  reaffirmance  of  their  willing- 
ness to  deal  with  the  longshoremen  on  the 
basis  of  the  agreement  entered  into  with 
the  longshoremen  on  April  3  was  sub- 
mitted. 

"They  were  met  with  a  new  set  of 
demands  through  the  assistant  secretary, 
representatives  from  other  Pacific  Coast 
ports  were  urged  to  come  to  San  Fran- 
cisco, and  on  Saturday  afternoon,  May  19, 
representatives  of  the  shipping  interests 
from  Seattle,  Portland  and  San  Francisco 
met  with  the  Pacific  Coast  representatives 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor 
McGrady  presided. 

"At  that  meeting  the  I.  L.  A.  presented 
demands,  two  of  which  they  stated  were 
basic  and  fundamental: 

"First — That  there  must  be  a  closed 
union  shop  agreement  under  which  no  one 
but  members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  shall  be  em- 
ployed. 

"Second — That  all  men  must  be  hired  at 


hiring  halls  exclusively  controlled  by  the 
I.  L.  A. 

"The  representatives  of  the  shipping 
interests  in  Seattle,  Portland,  San  Fran- 
cisco and  Los  Angeles  met  Sunday,  May 
20,  and  reaffirmed  their  position: 

"(1)  They  recognize  the  right  of  the 
employees  to  organize  and  bargain  col- 
lectively through  representatives  of  their 
own  choosing,  and  they  agree  to  meet  with 
such  representatives  for  the  purpose  of 
collective  bargaining. 

"(2)  There  shall  be  no  discrimination 
against  any  man  by  reason  of  his  affilia- 
tion with  organized  union  labor,  and  the 
employers  are  willing  to  agree  to  such 
procedure  as  will  guarantee  this. 

"(3)  They  are  willing  to  submit  to 
arbitration  on  the  facts,  all  questions  of 
hours  and  basic  wages. 

"The  employers  are  unanimous  in  their 
decision  that  the  two  fundamental  demands 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  for  the  closed  union  shop, 
under  which  no  one  but  their  members 
shall  be  employed,  and  for  union  control 
of  the  hiring  halls  cannot  be  acceded  to. 

"The  foregoing  reply  of  the  employers 
to  the  demands  of  the  men  was  presented 
by  a  committee  of  the  employers  from 
the  ports  of  Seattle,  Portland,  Los  Angeles 
and  San  Francisco  at  a  meeting  in  the 
Palace  Hotel  Monday  morning." 


Exhibit  "S" 

STATEMENT   OF   INTERNATIONAL   LONGSHOREMEN'S   ASSOCIATION, 

MAY  24,  1934 


"Previous  to  1919  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  represented  the 
men  on  the  waterfront.  During  the  strike 
of  1919,  acting  under  orders  from  the 
steamship  employers,  a  small  group  of 
foremen  formed  what  was  known  as  the 
'Harmony  Club.'  Out  of  this  club  grew 
the  union  that  has  been  supposedly  repre- 
senting the  men  for  the  past  fourteen 


years,  known  as  the  'Blue  Book'  Union. 

"When  it  was  first  organized,  this  Blue 
Book  union  stated  that  no  man  could  work 
on  the  waterfront  without  sanction  first 
being  given  by  one  of  these  bosses.  Also 
at  that  time  many  bona  fide  longshoremen 
were  eliminated  from  the  waterfront  for 
their  activities  in  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  and  many  of  these 
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men  have  never  been  permitted  to  secure 
work  on  the  waterfront.  Also  no  man 
could  work  on  the  waterfront  of  San 
Francisco  unless  he  belonged  to  the  Blue 
Book  (company)  union.  A  man  was  not 
asked  to  join  the  Blue  Book  union,  he  was 
forced  not  only  to-  join  but  to  pay  their 
dues. 

"Conditions  existing  under  the  rules  of 
the  Blue  Book  have  been  unbearable.  There 
has  been  no  system  of  hiring  or  dispatch- 
ing of  working  crews. 

"The  men  came  down  to  the  Embarca- 
dero,  rain  or  shine,  6  to  6:30  every  morn- 
ing and  were  forced  to  stand  around  on 
the  sidewalks  for  hours  and  sometimes  days 
before  they  could  even  get  information  as 
to  whether  they  would  work  or  not.  Under 
the  Blue  Book  company  union  preference 
was  given  to  a  select  few.  The  balance 
of  the  men  received  what  was  left,  which 
meant  that  most  of  the  men  worked  any- 
where from  two  to  eighteen  hours  a 
week.  The  select  few  would  at  times  work 
36  hours  without  stopping,  at  the  hardest 
kind  of  work. 

"The  longshoremen  themselves  wish  to 
decasualize  this  work  so  that  the  work 
might  be  spread  out  among  a  greater  num- 
ber and  all  could  be  assured  of  at  least 
a  minimum  wage. 

"Also,  under  the  Blue  Book  company 
union  system,  the  work  has  been  speeded 
up  to  such  an  extent  that  the  men  are 
now  mere  slaves.  Ships  that  five  years 
ago  took  forty  hours  to  discharge  are  now 


discharged  in  half  the  time.  Machinery 
introduced  has  eliminated  one-third  of 
the  men  employed.  Grievances  of  the  men 
taken  to  the  Blue  Book  company  union 
were  immediately  turned  back  to  the 
steamship  operators  and  the  men  making 
the  grievances  were  immediately  dispensed 
with.  Such  discrimination  has  been  the 
common  practice. 

"The  steamship  operators  have  stated 
that  there  has  been  industrial  peace  on  the 
waterfront  during  the  reign  of  the  Blue 
Book,  and  the  men  were  satisfied. 

"The  best  answer  to  this  statement  was 
given  when  the  NRA  was  set  up,  and 
stated  that  men  could  belong  to  a  union 
of  their  own  choice.  Immediately  every 
longshoreman  on  the  waterfront  joined 
the  I.  L.  A.  and  asked  that  the  I.  L.  A.  be 
their  sole  representative. 

"Upon  the  request  of  the  President's 
Mediation  Board,  negotiations  were  opened 
between  the  San  Francisco  longshoremen 
and  the  steamship  operators.  The  steam- 
ship operators  have  refused  at  all  times 
to  concede  any  of  the  demands  of  the 
I.  L.  A.  The  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  is  now  using  the  only  means 
left  to  secure  for  the  longshoremen  their 
just  demands. 

"The  cooperation  and  support  given  by 
all  unions  and  by  the  public  itself  during 
this  strike  has  proven  to  the  longshoremen 
that  we  are  justified  in  our  demands  and 
that  this  is  not  only  the  fight  of  the  long- 
shoremen, but  the  fight  of  all  union  labor." 


Exhibit  "T" 

STATEMENT  OF  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYER'S  UNION,  MAY  25,   1934 


"This  is  no  time  to  obscure  the  facts. 
The  real  issues  in  the  existing  controversy 
were  made  by  the  men  themselves — by  the 
men  who  are  now  striking.  They  are,  first, 
the  demand  for  the  closed  union  shop 
under  which  the  I.  L.  A.  will  dictate  who 
may  be  employed;  secondly,  a  demand  for 
a  hiring  hall  exclusively  controlled  by 
the  union,  which  is  merely  a  mechanical 
method  of  enforcing  the  closed  shop; 
thirdly,  a  demand  for  $1  an  hour  straight 
time  and  $1.50  over. 

"There  is  no  issue  in  this  controversy  of 
the  right  of  the  men  to  bargain  collectively 
through  agents  of  their  own  choosing,  for 


the  employers  have  recognized  and  now 
recognize  and  are  willing  to  bargain  with 
the  I.  L.  A.  as  representative  of  its  mem- 
bership. As  to  the  closed  shop  and  the 
demand  for  a  hiring  hall  exclusively  op- 
erated by  the  union  the  employers  main- 
tain their  refusal  to  agree  to  these  demands. 

"The  employers,  while  believing  that 
the  existing  wage  of  85  cents  an  hour 
straight  time  and  $1.25  overtime  is  more 
than  fair  and  just,  have  demonstrated  the 
fairness  of  their  attitude  by  agreeing  to 
submit  the  wage  demands  to  arbitration 
by  an  impartial  tribunal  on  the  facts. 

"Charge  was  made  by  the  International 
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Longshoremen's  Association  in  their  pub- 
lished newspaper  statement  of  March  24 
that  the  former  union  of  longshoremen  of 
this  port,  the  Longshoremen's  Association 
of  San  Francisco,  so-called  Blue  Book 
Union,  was  a  company  union.  This  charge 
is  untrue.  The  Blue  Book  Union  is  a  bona 
fide  union  of  longshoremen.  For  many 
years  it  was  a  member  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Labor  Council  and  of  the  State 
Federation  of  Labor. 

"As  recently  as  September,  last  year,  a 
special  board  of  adjustment  appointed  by 
the  district  recovery  board  to  examine 
into  the  merits  of  a  dispute,  and  on  which 
sat  prominent  labor  officials,  made  this 
finding: 

"The  NRA  board  of  adjustment  finds 
that  the  Longshoremen's  Association  of 
San  Francisco  is  not  a  company  union  and 
is  not  under  the  control  and  domination 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'  Union." 

"Charge  was  made  that  conditions  exist- 
ing under  the  rules  of  the  Blue  Book  had 
been  unbearable.  The  longshoremen  them- 
selves know  to  what  extent  this  statement 
is  inaccurate.  Specific  criticism  was  di- 
rected at  the  method  of  dispatching  and 
hiring  longshoremen  which  existed  under 
Blue  Book  control.  The  employers  call  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that  the  method  was 
the  one  evidently  desired  by  the  men  them- 
selves. 

"The  employers  point  out  also  that  at 
the  other  major  ports  of  the  coast,  Seattle, 
Portland  and  Los  Angeles,  where  no  union 
control  existed,  employment  halls  operated 
by  the  employers  assured  a  satisfactory 
hiring  and  dispatching  system,  and  an 
equitable  distribution  of  the  work. 

"The  longshoremen  allege  gross  working 
abuses.  The  fact  that  cargo  can  be  handled 


more  rapidly  today  than  it  was  a  few 
years  ago  is  not  due  to  the  fact  that  men 
were  driven  or  speeded  up,  but  solely  be- 
cause labor  saving  machinery  had  been  in- 
troduced on  a  wider  scale  than  previously. 
No  industry  can  survive  which  does  not 
measure  its  outgo  by  its  income,  and  such 
measures  to  effect  economies  should  be 
recognized  by  the  longshoremen  as  a  neces- 
sity of  modern  business  practice.  The  state- 
ment says: 

"  'The  steamship  operators  have  stated 
that  there  has  been  industrial  peace  on 
the  waterfront  during  the  reign  of  the 
blue  book  and  the  men  were  satisfied.  The 
best  answer  to  this  statement  was  given 
when  the  NRA  was  set  up  and  stated  that 
the  men  could  belong  to-  a  union  of  their 
own  choice.  Immediately  every  longshore- 
man on  the  waterfront  joined  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association  and 
asked  that  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  be  their  sole  representa- 
tive.' 

"The  last  sentence  is  untrue  in  that 
every  longshoreman  did  not  immediately 
join.  Many  longshoremen  are  not  mem- 
bers even  today  and  numbers  of  longshore- 
men have  reported  that  they  joined  only 
because  they  were  told  by  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  organizers  that 
they  would  have  to  join  if  they  wished  to 
remain  working  on  the  waterfront. 

"The  longshoremen  make  the  point  that 
the  men  should  be  given  the  freedom  of 
choice  of  their  own  union  and  at  the 
same  time  demand  that  the  employers  grant 
them  a  closed  shop  contract  and  exclusive 
control  of  hiring  halls,  the  sole  purpose 
of  which  two  demands  is  to  deny  the 
worker  any  freedom  of  choice,  but  to  force 
him  to  belong  to  one  union  whether  he 
wishes  to  or  not." 


Exhibit  "U" 

SETTLEMENT  OF  MAY  28th 


The  representatives  of  the  Waterfront 
Employers  of  Seattle,  Portland,  San  Fran- 
cisco and  Los  Angeles  state  their  respec- 
tive positions  as  follows: 

The  employers  at  each  port  will  accept 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion as  the  representative  of  the  longshore- 
men employed  at  such  port  for  the  pur- 


pose of  collective  bargaining. 

Committees  of  employers  and  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
at  each  of  the  above  ports  will  bargain 
collectively.  They  will  also  formulate  rules 
and  regulations  for  the  registration  and 
hiring  of  longshoremen  through  hiring 
halls  to  be  established  at  each  port. 
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The  procedure  for  the  operation  of  such 
halls  shall  pro-vide  that  there  shall  be  no 
discrimination  against  any  man  because 
of  membership  or  nonmembership  in  a 
labor  union. 

The  functions  of  the  halls  shall  be  con- 
fined to  registration  and  hiring  of  men. 
The  employers  shall  be  free  to  select  their 
men  within  those  eligible  and  under  the 
policies  jointly  determined;  likewise  the 
men  shall  be  free  to  select  their  job;  and 
within  those  principles  the  employers  will 
cooperate  in  spreading  the  work. 

The  employers  shall  pay  the  rent  of 
the  halls  and  incidental  expenses. 

The  employer   shall    be    responsible    for 


the  registration  and  dispatching  records 
and  shall  pay  the  salaries  of  their  em- 
ployees. 

The  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation shall  maintain  representatives  in 
each  hall,  to  see  that  there  is  no  discrimi- 
nation, either  in  the  registration  or  the 
hiring  of  any  member  of  that  Association 
and  the  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation shall  pay  directly  the  salaries  of 
their  representatives.  The  registration  and 
dispatching  records  shall  be  open  to  the 
representatives  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  at  all  times. 

Employers  agree  to  submit  to  arbitra- 
tion on  the  facts  all  existing  disputes  on 
hours  and  basic  wages. 


Exhibit  "V" 

STATEMENT  OF  DR.  H.  F.  GRADY,  CHAIRMAN,  PRESIDENT'S  MEDIATION 

BOARD 


"Speaking  for  myself,  and  not  for  the 
board,  I  cannot  help  but  reiterate  what  I 
have  said  before,  that  it  was  a  great  dis- 
appointment to  me  that  the  agreement  of 
April  3,  which  I  regarded  as  essentially 
fair,  broke  down.  It  is  also  a  source  of 
regret  to  me  that  the  proposal  offered  by 
the  employers  on  Monday,  May  28,  has  not 
been  accepted  by  the  men.  At  the  time 
this  was  offered,  I  regarded  it  as  a  fair 
proposal,  in  the  working  out  of  which  the 
interests  of  both  employers  and  men  could 
be  fully  safeguarded.  I  am  still  of  this 
opinion. 

"Lack  of  faith  regarding  the  control  of 
dispatching  halls  has  continually  balked 
efforts  at  a  settlement.  Whatever  historical 
justification  there  may  be  for  this,  I  am 
convinced  from  my  dealings  with  the  San 
Francisco  employers  during  the  past  two 
months  that  they  are  earnestly  desirous  of 
making  their  proposal  of  May  28  an  in- 
strument for  fair  and  honest  dealing  with 
the  longshoremen  of  San  Francisco.  Since 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion represents  almost  all  the  longshoremen 
in  San  Francisco  and  the  employers  are 
willing  to  recognize  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  for  purposes  of  col- 
lective bargaining,  I  cannot  see  how  the 
proposal  of  May  28  could  menace  the 


union.  But  there  must  be  faith  and  good 
will  behind  any  agreement  and  no  agree- 
ment, however  worded,  is  worth  anything 
without  that  faith  and  good  will.  I  sin- 
cerely hope  that  there  is  still  time  for 
faith  and  good  will  to  prevail. 

"Throughout  our  mediation  efforts  I 
have  been  impressed  with  the  necessity  of 
legislation  adequate  to  meet  the  problems 
of  industrial  disputes  such  as  the  present 
one.  Without  powers  of  any  sort,  mediators 
are  limited  to  persuasion  and  conciliation. 
There  must  be  power  somewhere,  in  the  in- 
terests of  industrial  peace,  to  insure  that  the 
relations  of  labor  and  capital  shall  be  peace- 
ably adjusted,  and  public  protected.  Some 
machinery,  adequate  to  protect  the  vital  in- 
terests of  labor  and  insure  an  orderly  hear- 
ing of  its  claims,  is  imperative.  The 
employer  must  also  be  adequately  pro- 
tected. It  is  inconceivable  that  at  this  stage 
of  our  development  questions  in  dispute 
should  be  determined  by  force,  either  on 
one  side  or  the  other.  The  only  safeguard 
for  democracy  is  machinery  for  its  orderly 
functioning  even  under  the  stress  of  funda- 
mental conflicts  of  interest. 

"The  President's  Board,  consisting  of 
Judge  Reynolds,  Dr.  Leonard  and  myself, 
will  stand  by  until  it  is  possible  for  us 
to  be  of  service  in  mediating  a  settle- 
ment." 
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Exhibit  "W" 

ADVERTISEMENT  BY  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 


San  Francisco,  Calif.,  June  5,  1934. 
A  STATEMENT  REGARDING  THE 
WATERFRONT  STRIKE 

On  Monday,  May  28,  1934,  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  Waterfront  Employers  of 
Seattle,  Portland,  Los  Angeles  and  San 
Francisco  made  proposals  to  the  Pacific 
Coast  District  Committee  of  the  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association  in  an 
endeavor  to  bring  to  a  settlement  the 
coastwide  strike.  The  proposals  came  after 
several  days  of  conference  between  em- 
ployers and  representatives  of  the  striking 
longshoremen  before  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  Labor  of  the  United  States,  the 
regional  directors  of  the  National  Labor 
Board  of  the  four  ports  mentioned,  and 
the  national  president  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association. 

The  proposals  made  by  the  employers 
met  with  the  full  approval  of  the  Assistant 
Secretary  of  Labor,  the  Federal  mediators 
and  the  national  president  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association.  The 
national  president  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  recommended 
its  acceptance  to  the  representatives  of  the 
various  Pacific  Coast  locals. 

Such  approval  and  recommendation  is 
the  best  evidence  that  the  proposals  were 
made  in  complete  good  faith,  and  granted 
to  the  longshoremen  everything  they  are 
reasonably  entitled  to. 

The  propasals  have  been  rejected  by 
the  striking  longshoremen.  So  that  every 
one  may  understand  exactly  what  was  of- 
fered, the  employers  here  restate  their  pro- 
posal and  amplify  and  make  it  specific 
with  respect  to  the  provisions  regarding 
the  hiring  hall. 

First — The  employers  recognize  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association  as  the 
representative  of  the  majority  of  the  long- 
shoremen at  each  port,  and  hereby  agree  to 
accept  the  International  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation as  the  representative  of  the  long- 
shoremen employed  at  each  port  for  the 
purposes  of  collective  bargaining. 

Second — Committees  of  employers  and  of 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion in  equal  number  shall  be  appointed 
or  elected  at  each  port  and  they  shall  meet 


for    the   purpose    of   collective  bargaining. 

Third — In  order  to  secure  satisfactory 
hiring  conditions  and  to  prevent  unfair 
and  inequitable  distribution  of  work,  hiring 
halls  shall  be  established  at  each  port. 

The  object  of  the  hiring  hall  is  as 
follows: 

1.  Inasmuch  as  the  employment  of  long- 
shoremen is  not  regular,  but  is  dependent 
in  large  part  on  the  movement  of  vessels, 
it    is    desirable    that    means    be    provided 
whereby  employers  may  readily  find  com- 
petent longshoremen   to  employ,   and   that 
longshoremen  readily    ascertain   when    em- 
ployment is  available,  and  obtain  such  em- 
ployment without  delay   or  inconvenience. 

2.  There  is  an  oversupply  of  longshore- 
men,   and    it    is    desirable    that    work    be 
spread   to  such  an  extent  as   is   consistent 
with  the  right   of  the  employer  to   select 
his    employees    and    of    the    employee    to 
select   his   job. 

3.  There   shall   be  no   discrimination   in 
the    hiring    of    longshoremen    because    of 
membership  or  non-membership  in  a  labor 
organization   or   against   any   man    because 
he  shall  have  gone  on  strike. 

The  functions  of  the  hiring  halls  shall 
be: 

1.  The  central  registration  of  longshore- 
men, under  conditions  of  qualifications  to 
be  determined  jointly  by  the  committees  of 
employers  and  employees  above  referred  to. 

2.  The  central  consolidation  of  employ- 
ment records  of  all  employers,  members  of 
the    employers'    association,    of    the    hours 
worked  by  each  man. 

3.  The    central    medium    through   which 
orders  for  men  shall  be  placed. 

Fourth — The  committees  above  referred 
to  shall  determine  from  time  to  time  the 
number  of  men  ordinarily  required  for 
the  normal  commerce  of  each  port,  and 
the  number  of  men  to  be  registered  shall 
be  limited  to  such  ordinary  requirements, 
except  that  in  the  initial  registration  all 
men  who  had  been  regularly  employed  as 
of  a  date  determined  by  the  committees 
shall  be  registered  and  no  men  not  em- 
ployed prior  to  such  date  are  to  be  regis- 
tered. 

Men  who  had  been  employed  for  the  first 
time  subsequent  to  the  date  so  fixed  and 
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all  men  applying  hereafter  for  employment 
are  to  be  entered  on  a  waiting  list  for 
registration. 

Whenever  the  committees  above  referred 
to  determine  that  there  is  need  for  addi- 
tional men  to  be  registered,  they  shall  be 
selected  from  the  waiting  list  for  regis- 
tration, the  qualifications  for  registration 
referred  to  above  to  apply.  They  shall  be 
registered  in  date  of  order  of  prior  em- 
ployment of  application,  and  neither  em- 
ployer nor  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  shall  discriminate  against  any 
applicant  for  registration  because  of  union 
or  non-union  affiliation,  or  because  he 
shall  have  gone  on  strike. 

Fijth — The  employers  shall  employ  no 
person  who  has  not  been  registered  at  the 
hiring  hall  and  they  shall  not  discriminate 
against  any  man  because  of  union  or  non- 
union affiliation,  or  because  he  shall  have 
gone  on  strike.  Within  the  limitation  of 
the  registration  list,  the  employers  shall  be 
free  to  select  their  employees. 

Sixth — The  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  shall  maintain  representatives 
in  each  hall,  to  see  that  there  is  no  dis- 
crimination, either  in  the  registration  or 
the  hiring  of  any  member  of  that  associa- 


tion and  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association  shall  pay  directly  the  salaries 
of  their  representatives.  The  registration 
and  dispatching  records  shall  be  open  to 
the  representatives  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  at  all  times. 

Seventh — The  employers  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  registration  and  despatch- 
ing records  and  shall  pay  the  salaries  of 
their  employees,  and  they  shall  also  pay 
the  rent  of  the  hall  and  incidental  ex- 
penses. 

Eighth — In  the  event  of  any  dispute  aris- 
ing out  of  a  claim  of  discrimination,  the 
matter  shall  be  referred  to  the  committees 
referred  to  above.  If  they  cannot  reach  an 
agreement  they  shall  select  a  disinterested 
third  party  to  whom  the  dispute  shall  be 
referred  and  whose  decision  shall  be  final 
and  binding. 

Ninth — Employers  agree  to  submit  to 
arbitration  on  the  facts  all  existing  disputes 
on  hours  and  basic  wages. 

Tenth — The  employers  agree  that  within 
forty-eight  hours  after  the  strike  is  declared 
off  and  the  men  have  returned  to  work, 
they  will  be  prepared  to  enter  into-  col- 
lective bargaining. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION  OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO. 


Exhibit  "X" 

LETTER  FROM  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE  TO  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION 


SAN  FRANCISCO  CHAMBER  OF  COMMERCE 
San  Francisco,  California 

June  12,  1934. 
Mr.  John  F.  Forbes, 
President,    Industrial    Association   of 

San  Francisco, 
Alexander  Building, 
San  Francisco,  California. 
Dear  Mr.  Forbes: 

As  President  of  the  San  Francisco 
Chamber  of  Commerce  the  duty  is  laid 
upon  me  of  formally  bringing  to  your 
attention  the  facts  of  an  intolerable  sit- 
uation which  has  developed  in  San  Fran- 
cisco as  the  result  of  a  strike  called  on 
May  9,  1934,  on  the  waterfront  by  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association. 
Some  weeks  ago,  in  an  open,  published 
statement,  I  called  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  strike  was  out  of  hand;  that  con- 
trol of  the  longshoremen's  local  union  had 


been  wrested  from  responsible  San  Fran- 
cisco leadership  by  an  irresponsible  group 
of  radicals  who  do  not  want  a  settlement. 

This  irresponsible  group  is  still  in  con- 
trol. It  has  all  but  paralyzed  the  port 
activities  of  this  community  and  is  now 
engaged  in  a  conspiracy  to  promote  a  gen- 
eral strike  of  San  Francisco  union  workers 
in  the  various  trades  and  crafts. 

Something  must  be  done  immediately  to 
end  this  condition;  to  stop  the  heavy  daily 
losses  to  our  merchants,  businessmen  and 
workers  already  amounting  to  millions  and 
to  give  back  to  the  people  of  this  com- 
munity the  use  of  our  waterfront. 

To  permit  representatives  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States  to  bring  about 
a  fair  agreement  and  resumption  of  trade 
and  commerce  the  businessmen  of  San 
Francisco  have  waited  patiently  for  more 
than  a  month  under  a  penalty  of  stagger- 
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ing  losses.  Such  a  settlement  was  worked 
out  by  the  government  mediators  and  ac- 
cepted by  both  employers  and  union 
leaders. 

The  local  unit  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Union  repudiated  this  agreement.  The 
President's  personal  representative  returned 
to  Washington  and  reported  that  he  had 
failed. 

This  strike  has  cost  San  Francisco  to 
date  millions  of  dollars.  Today  not  a  truck 
is  moving  on  the  waterfront.  Approxi- 
mately $40,000,000  worth  of  merchandise 
lies  on  docks,  in  warehouses  and  in  the 
holds  of  96  ships,  stalled  here  by  the 
strike.  Freight  entering  the  port  for  the 
first  month  of  the  strike  was  less  by 
600,000  tons,  worth  another  $40,000,000 
than  in  the  month  preceding  the  calling 
of  the  strike.  Meantime,  shipping  that 
belongs  to  San  Francisco  is  being  diverted 
to  Los  Angeles  where  the  port  has  been 
kept  open. 

There  are  no  trucks  moving  on  the 
waterfront  because  those  in  control  of 
the  Longshoremen's  Union  have  intimidated 
by  threats  of  violence  not  only  bona  fide 
union  teamsters  and  warehouse  workers 
who-  have  no  quarrel  with  their  employers, 
but  have  made  like  threats  against  the 


families  of  such  workers.  Many  of  these 
teamsters  have  been  thrown  out  of  jobs 
entirely.  The  jobs  of  many  thousand  addi- 
tional workers  will  be  jeopardized  if  the 
strike  continues. 

The  time  has  now  come  for  the  citizens 
of  San  Francisco  to  settle  this  strike  which 
has  been  carried  beyond  an  ordinary  and 
legal  dispute  between  employers  and  work- 
ers to  a  point  where  it  has  become  a  con- 
spiracy against  the  community.  The  people 
of  this  city  cannot  be  left  longer  at  the 
mercy  of  a  handful  of  radicals  who  are 
leading  the  strike  and  who  are  paralyzing 
o-ur  industry,  our  commerce,  our  present 
and  future  as  a  great  seaport  and  our  very 
security. 

Therefore,  as  President  of  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Chamber  of  Commerce,  I  am  request- 
ing you  as  President  of  the  Industrial  As- 
sociation of  San  Francisco,  to  place  this 
letter  before  your  Board  of  Directors,  and 
that  the  Industrial  Association  of  San 
Francisco  immediately  assume  the  responsi- 
bility of  determining  a  method  of  ending 
this  intolerable  condition. 

Sincerely  yours, 

(Signed)  J.  W.  MAILLIARD,  JR., 
President. 


Exhibit  "Y" 

REPLY   OF   LONGSHOREMEN  TO   CHARGES   OF  RADICALISM 


"You  are  quoted  in  the  newspapers  the 
last  few  days  as  being  desirous  of  ascer- 
taining the  true  facts  regarding  the  strike 
now  on  by  the  longshoremen  and  seamen, 
and  of  being  desirous  of  attempting  to 
make  a  settlement  of  same  in  the  interests 
of  all.  For  your  information  we  wish  to 
inform  you  as  follows: 

"The  president  of  the  San  Francisco 
Chamber  of  Commerce  accuses  a  small 
group  of  radicals  of  fomenting  and  pro- 
longing this  strike.  In  answer  to  this 
statement  we  state,  as  the  best  evidence 
that  this  is  absolutely  untrue,  the  results 
of  the  recent  secret  referendum  of  the 
shipowners'  proposals:  This  secret  referen- 
dum showed  2,350  longshoremen  voting 
unanimously  against  the  shipowners'  pro- 
posals and  for  100  per  cent  unity  with 
the  seamen  and  only  78  against. 

"There     was     considerable      opposition 


among  the  members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  of 
going  to  the  expense  of  submitting  these 
proposals  to  a  secret  referendum,  as  it 
was  believed  the  shipowners'  proposals 
were  so  outrageous  that  no  decent  labor 
man  could  submit  to  them,  but  the  strike 
committee  insisted  on  taking  a  vote  on 
these  proposals  in  order  to  settle  once 
and  for  all  the  charges  of  the  shipowners 
and  Chamber  of  Commerce  that  the  strike 
was  'out  of  hand'  and  being  run  by  a 
small  bunch  of  'radicals.' 

"Mr.  Mailliard  in  a  previous  statement 
to  the  press  has  accused  the  representatives 
of  the  I.  L.  A.  (namely,  the  district  execu- 
tive board)  of  being  radicals.  At  a  con- 
ference the  next  day  between  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union,  the  I.  L.  A.  district 
executive  board  and  Assistant  Secretary 
of  Labor  McGrady,  this  statement  of  Mr. 
Mailliard's  was  severely  censured,  and  both 
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Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  McGrady  and 
Thomas  Plant  stated  then  that  they  had 
found  them  (the  district  executive  board 
of  the  I.  L.  A.)  to  be  true  A.  F.  of  L. 
representatives. 

"Mr.  Mailliard  states  'something  must  be 
done.'  We  are  in  full  accord  with  this  and 
again  insist  that  you,  as  representative  of 
the  citizens  of  San  Francisco,  including 
the  longshoremen,  take  steps  at  once  to 
see  that  the  truth  regarding  the  reasons 
the  longshoremen  are  striking  is  fully  ar- 
rived at;  namely,  that  we  have  given  in 


to  the  shipowners  on  every  single  point 
excepting  the  question  of  hiring  halls  and 
recognition  of  our  union. 

"We,  the  longshoremen  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, demand  that  you  settle  this  strike 
at  once  by  giving  the  true  facts  to  the 
public.  We  ask  that  you  stop  this  small 
group  of  ship  operators  from  tying  up  the 
commerce  in  the  port  of  San  Francisco1 
rather  than  grant  recognition  to  our  union 
and  give  us  the  right  to  conduct  a  decent 
hiring  hall  for  our  members." 


Exhibit  "Z" 

REPLY  FROM  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  TO  LETTER  FROM  CHAMBER  OF 

COMMERCE 


San   Francisco,   California, 
June  13,  1934. 

J.  W.  Mailliard,  Jr.,  President 
San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Merchants'  Exchange  Building 
San  Francisco-,  California 
My  dear  Mr.  Mailliard: 

On  behalf  of  the  Industrial  Association 
of  San  Francisco  acknowledgment  is  made 
of  your  letter  of  June  12.  The  contents 
were  presented  to  the  Board  of  Directors 
and  I  was  instructed  to  reply  as  follows: 

1.  The    Industrial    Association    accepts 
the  responsibility  which  you  ask  it  to  as- 
sume of  determining  a  method  of  ending 
the  intolerable  conditions   which   are   now 
existing  in  San  Francisco  as  a  result  of  the 
waterfront  strike.    We  have  been  alive  to 
the    situation    which    has    confronted    this 
port    for    more    than    a    month    and    have 
stoo-d  ready  at  all  times  to  place  the   In- 
dustrial  Association   at   the   service   of  all 
parties  involved  in  the  controversy  in  the 
interest  of  the  people  of  San  Francisco  as 
a  whole. 

2.  We    have    deferred    any    action    be- 
cause of  the  request  of  the  President's  per- 
sonal representative,  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor  Edward  F.  McGrady,  that  no  steps 
be   taken  which   co-uld   in   any   way   inter- 
fere with  or  obstruct  the  course  of  direct 
negotiations  which  the  government's  repre- 
sentatives were  attempting  to  guide  towards 
a    fair    settlement.     We    agree    with    you, 
however,  that  the  time  has  now  come  when 
San    Francisco    must    protect    itself    from 
what  you  describe  as  an  intolerable  situa- 


tion, the  Federal  mediators  having  admitted 
the  complete  failure  of  their  efforts. 

3.  In     this     connection     we    think     it 
proper    to    remind    you    of    the   prolonged 
negotiations,     all    culminating    in     failure 
which  have  marked  the  last  three  months. 
The  history  of  this  controversy  is   as   fol- 
lows: 

4.  Representatives  of  the  employers  and 
the   International   Longshoremen's   Associa- 
tion first   met  with  the  then  chairman   of 
the   Regional    Labor    Board    on    March    5, 
1934.      At    this     time,     although    no-    de- 
mands had   been  made  on   any  other  port 
by  the  I.  L.  A.,  that  organization  insisted 
on  San   Francisco   entering  into   an  agree- 
ment which  would  cover  the  entire  coast 
and  which,  among  other  things,  called  for 
an  exclusive  closed  shop  contract  with  that 
union.   These  demands  were  refused  on  the 
grounds  as   stated  by  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers'  Union  that  the  representatives   of 
the    local    steamship    operators    lacked    au- 
thority to  bind  the  entire  coast,  and   that 
the  closed  shop  demand  was  illegal  under 
the  terms  of  Section  7 (a)   of  the  National 
Industrial   Recovery  Act. 

5.  Despite   further   efforts   to    meditate 
and  many  meetings  a  strike  vote  was  taken 
of  all  Pacific  Coast  Locals  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
effective    March    23.     A    majority    of    all 
members  voting  favored  the  strike. 

6.  On    March    22    President    Roosevelt 
wired  W.   J.    Lewis,   District  President  of 
the  I.    L.    A.,    urging    that    the   strike    be 
postponed    until   a   fact   finding   committee 
could  bring  in  a  report  on  the  matters  in 


212 


WATERFRONT  AND  GENERAL  STRIKES 


controversy.  The  I.  L.  A.  yielded  to  the 
President's  request  and  the  strike  order  was 
cancelled.  The  Fact  Finding  Committee 
consisted  of  the  Chairmen  of  the  Pacific 
Coast  Regional  Labor  Boards — J.  L. 
Leonard  of  Los  Angeles;  Charles  A.  Rey- 
nolds of  Seattle;  and  Henry  F.  Grady  of 
San  Francisco. 

7.  Commencing    in    San    Francisco    on 
March  28,  1934,  hearings  continued  before 
this  Board  for  four  days.    On  April  1,  the 
recommendations  of   the   Board   were    pre- 
sented to  both  sides,  and  on  April   3  the 
employers     presented     counter     proposals 
which     the     President's     Board,     after     a 
thorough  study  recommended  to  the  union 
negotiators    for    their  acceptance.     On    the 
same  day  the  proposals   of  the  employers 
were  accepted  by  the  men. 

8.  A    plan    for    a    central    registration 
and  hiring  hall  under  joint  control  of  em- 
ployers  and   union   representatives   for  the 
purpose   of   limiting    the    men    eligible    to 
work  in  this  port  to  those  who  had  claim 
of  seniority  on  the  industry  was  proposed 
by  the  employers  and  accepted  by  the  men. 
It   was   never   made   effective   because    the 
men  could  not  agree  on  a  date,  after  which 
only  workers  who  had  been  employed  prior 
to    that    date    would    have    the    right    to 
register  for  employment.    It  is  only  within 
the  last  few  months  that  men  not  exper- 
ienced in  longshore  work  in  San  Francisco 
have  flocked  into  the  city. 

9.  Under   the  provisions  of  the  agree- 
ment   of   April    3,    representatives    of    the 
men    and    of    the    Waterfront    Employers' 
Union   again   entered    into    direct   negotia- 
tions.   These  meetings  were  held  on  April 
4,  5,  and  6.    No  progress   was  made  be- 
cause of  the  insistence  of  the  union's  rep- 
resentatives   that    the    agreement    must    be 
binding  on  all  ports.    On  April  7,   Chair- 
man Grady  advised  the   men  that  such  a 
demand  was  in  violation  of  the  terms  of 
the  agreement  of  April  3. 

10.  On  April  14,  a  new  committee  was 
elected    by    the    San    Francisco    local    and 
negotiations    between  the   Waterfront    Em- 
ployers' Union  representatives  and  this  new 
committee   commenced   on   April    16,    con- 
tinuing thereafter  for  several  days. 

11.  At  the  first  of  these  meetings  em- 
ployers   representatives  made   definite    pro- 
posals for  a  maximum  work  week,  a  maxi- 
mum   work   period    and    a    minimum    rest 
period.    These  were  accepted  by  the  union 


representatives  on  April  20  and  became  ef- 
fective on  the  same  day.  Progress  was 
made  on  a  revision  of  the  working  rules 
but  the  conferences  became  deadlocked  on 
the  wage  issue. 

12.  At  the  suggestion  of  W.  J.  Lewis, 
District  President  of  the   I.   L.   A.,   cover- 
ing all  Pacific  Coast  ports,  the  wage  issue 
was  referred  to  local  mediation  in  accord- 
ance with  the  agreement  of  April  3,  to  set- 
tle  issues  which  could   not  be   settled   by 
collective  bargaining.  Again  the  union  rep- 
resentatives insisted  that  the  San  Francisco 
employers    sign    an    agreement    on    wages 
binding  on  all  Coast  ports  and  companies 
with  which   they   had   no  affiliation.    The 
employers  restated  their  position  on  nego- 
tiating for  San  Francisco  alone  and  on  this 
basis    mediation    was    resumed.     Meetings 
were  held  from  April  21  through  to  May 
5  by  the  executive  committees  of  the  long- 
shoremen and  employers  with  marked  pro- 
gress being  made  in  revising  the  working 
rules  and  hiring  conditions  for  this  port. 

13.  The  local  mediation  board,  consid- 
ering the  matter  of  wages  and  hours,  con- 
tinued meeting  twice   daily  but  no  agree- 
ment could  be  reached.    Employers  then  ad- 
vocated resort  to  national  mediation  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
of  April   3  but   the  representatives  of  the 
men  refused  to  consider  this  proposal.    On 
May  8  the  newspapers  announced  a  strike 
vote  by  the  I.  L.  A.  and  the  strike  became 
effective  in  all  Pacific  Coast  ports  on  the 
following  day. 

14.  The    next    important    development 
was  the  arrival  in  San  Francisco  of  Edward 
F.  McGrady,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor 
and  Assistant  for  Labor  to  Recovery  Ad- 
ministrator    Hugh     S.      Johnson.       After 
twenty-seven  meetings  with  both  parties  in 
less  than  half  as  many  days  McGrady  re- 
turned  to    Washington   to    report   that    he 
had    been    unable    to    effect    a    settlement. 
During  these  negotiations  Joseph  P.  Ryan, 
General  President  of  the  I.  L.  A.,  reached 
San  Francisco,  and  on   May  28  an  agree- 
ment was  reached  between  the  representa- 
tives of  the  employers,  the  local  I.   L.  A. 
officials  and  Ryan  that  was  satisfactory  to 
all  parties.    On  submission  of  this  agree- 
ment for  ratification  by  the  unions  in  the 
various  coast  ports  it  was  not  voted  on  in 
most  of  them  and  was  turned  down  by  a 
decisive  majority  in  San  Francisco. 

15.  The  various  settlements  which  have 
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been  proposed  have  not  only  been  accepted 
by  the  representatives  of  the  men  and 
then  repudiated  because  of  the  capricious 
and  arbitrary  attitude  of  the  local  leaders 
but  were  urged  for  acceptance  by  the  Pa- 
cific Coast  representatives  of  the  federal 
government  in  charge  of  labor  matters  un- 
der NRA;  by  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor,  and,  finally,  by  the  General  Presi- 
dent of  the  I.  L.  A.  Nevertheless,  the 
strike  still  continued. 

16.  Picket  lines  were  thrown  across  the 
waterfront  and  by   threats   of  intimidation 
and  violence  all  trucking  to  and  from  the 
docks  was  stopped.    Further  threats  of  in- 
timidation   caused   the    teamsters    on   June 
7th,  to  decline  to  handle  any  freight  which 
had   come   from   the   waterfront.    To    date 
there   have   been   fifty-one   arrests    in   con- 
nection with  assults  and  eighty-eight  mis- 
cellaneous   arrests    resulting   directly    from 
the    strike.    Only   efficient   police   coopera- 
tion has  prevented  further  violence. 

17.  We  have  gone  into  this  history  at 
some   length   in   order   that   the  public   of 
San    Francisco    may    be    informed    of    the 
mo-re  than  tolerant  attitude  of  the  business 
community  and  of  this  Association,  in  the 
face  of  great  monetary  losses  to  thousands 
of  our  citizens,  of  rapidly  increasing  drains 
on  the  city's  relief  resources.    The  record 
shows  a  laudable,  patient  effort  to  reach  a 
fair  solution  on  the  part  of  both  the  em- 
ployers and  the  conservative  union  leaders. 

18.  You  yourself  have  succinctly  stated 
the    intolerable    conditions    obtaining,    and 
the  frightful  losses  being  sustained  by  the 
business    community.     Certain    aspects    of 
this  strike  which  were  not  touched  on  in 
your  letter,  but  which  we  consider   to  be 
of    paramount    importance    must    be    out- 


lined. This  is  no  local  industrial  dispute. 
Already  its  effects  have  worked  back  into 
the  great  valleys  of  the  State  where  the 
year's  crops  are  being  prepared  for  harvest 
and  shipment.  The  possibility  of  moving 
these  fruits  of  the  land  to  market  is  ser- 
iously threatened.  Nor  is  this  all.  Our 
difficulty  here  is  beginning  to  assume  na- 
tional and  even  international  proportions. 
Rumblings  have  been  heard  of  refusals  to 
handle  our  cargoes  not  only  on  our  eastern 
seaboard  but  in  foreign  ports  as  well.  Ships 
now  departing  from  Pacific  Coast  points 
are  threatened  with  complete  tie-ups  when 
they  touch  foreign  shores. 

19.  The    strike    has    had    most    serious 
aspects   outside  of  the  parties  directly  in- 
volved.   Sailors,  cooks,  stewards,  and  other 
maritime   workers    are    on    strike    in    sym- 
pathy.   You   point   out   that    workers   who 
have  no  quarrel  with  their  employers  have 
been  forced  into  unemployment.  Should  the 
tie-up  continue  thousands  of  other  workers 
both  here  and  throughout  the  State  will  be 
added  to  the  ranks  of  the  unemployed  with 
a   consequent   threat   to   the   already   over- 
burdened relief  programs. 

20.  In  assuming  the   responsibility  for 
solving  this   situation  the  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation still  hopes  that  an   immediate  and 
amicable  settlement  can  be  reached.    In  any 
event,    however,    the    Association    intends 
to  take  whatever  lawful  steps  are  necessary 
to-  protect   the   economic   interests  of   this 
community  and  to  restore  to  the  people  of 
San  Francisco  that  security  to  which  they 
are  entitled. 

Very  truly  yours, 

JOHN  F.  FORBES, 

President. 


Exhibit  "BB" 

CHIEF  POINTS   IN  PROPOSED  PORTLAND  STRIKE  AGREEMENT 


"1.  The  employers  and  steamship  op- 
erators and  such  others  who  employ  men 
engaged  in  longshore  work  agree  to  recog- 
nize the  International  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation of  the  Pacific  Coast  district  as  the 
representative  of  all  employees  engaged  in 
longshore  work  for  the  purposes  of  collec- 
tive bargaining. 

"2.  Exhibit  A  attached  hereto  is  in- 
tended to  include  all  men  registered  for 


longshore  work  (exclusive  of  grain  han- 
dlers and  dock  workers)  at  the  port  of 
Portland  on  November  1,  1933,  and  all 
men  listed  on  said  Exhibit  A  shall  be 
within  the  provisions  of  an  agreement 
drawn  pursuant  hereto. 

Grain   Handlers 

"This  declaration  of  principles  shall  also 
apply  as   to   the   port  of  Portland   to   all 
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grain  handlers  and  dock  workers  whose 
names  may  by  agreement  between  the  em- 
ployers and  the  representative  of  the  I. 
L.  A.  local  be  listed  upon  Exhibit  B  to 
be  attached  hereto.  It  is  intended  that  all 
grain  handlers  and  dock  workers  em- 
ployed in  the  port  of  Portland  at  any  time 
between  October  1,  1933,  and  December 
31,  1933,  shall  be  included  in  said  Ex- 
hibit B.  Any  dispute  as  to  the  eligibility 
of  names  to  be  included  in  said  Exhibit  B 
shall  be  determined  by  the  Labor  Rela- 
tions Committee  to  be  created  as  provided 
in  Section  9  hereof. 

"After  resumption  of  work  at  the  port 
of  Portland  there  shall  be  no  discrimina- 
tion between  the  men  by  reason  of  their 
union  or  non-union  affiliation  in  the  ap- 
portionment of  work  or  equalization  of 
earnings,  or  in  any  other  respect. 

Mountain  Gangs 

"3.  That  existing  approximately  53 
gangs  the  membership  whereof  is  em- 
braced in  Exhibit  A  shall  be  maintained 
subject  to  increase  or  decrease  in  keeping 
with  conditions.  With  respect  to  decreas- 
ing the  now  existing  number  of  gangs,  it 
is  the  union's  position  that  those  men 
who  follow  this  type  of  work  as  a  liveli- 
hood and  for  permanent  vocation  should 
not  and  will  not  be  stricken  from  the 
list,  and  certainly,  the  union  will  not  re- 
quire any  men  to  cease  affiliation  with  the 
union  through  shortage  of  work. 

"It  is  the  union's  position  that  since 
those  53  gangs  are  now  maintained,  they 
should  be  maintained,  all  conditions  re- 
maining approximately  the  same,  and  that 
the  available  work  should  be  fairly  ap- 
portioned to  the  several  gangs  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  section  4  and  within  the 
principles  of  the  rules  and  regulations 
adopted  by  the  Labor  Relations  Committee 
to  the  end  that  the  earnings  be  equalized 
and  work  equitably  distributed. 

Apportion    Work 

"4.  That  in  the  dispatching  of  gangs 
for  work,  it  is  recognized  that  different 
gangs  are  more  competent  for  doing  cer- 
tain types  of  work,  and  that  men  qualified 
and  competent  to  do  the  particular  work 
requested  shall  be  dispatched.  The  employ- 
er's representative  shall  have  the  privilege 
of  requesting  the  gangs  fitted  for  that  par- 
ticular work,  as  well  as  the  number  of 


men  required,  and  the  dispatchers  shall 
endeavor  to  send  out  gangs  requested 
as  near  as  possible. 

"5.  The  walking  boss  of  any  employer 
shall  have  the  privilege  of  requiring  any 
man,  for  sufficient  cause,  to  return  to  the 
hall  to  be  replaced  by  another  from  the 
list.  Any  man  required  by  a  walking  boss 
to  leave  a  job  shall  have  the  right  of  ap- 
peal to  the  Labor  Relations  Committee 
which  shall  hear  and  determine  such 
grievance. 

Mediation  Board 

"6.  That  both  the  employers  and  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
of  the  Pacific  Coast  district  agree  that  im- 
mediately after  the  men  return  to  work, 
negotiations  will  be  entered  into  to  exe- 
cute an  agreement  based  upon  this  dec- 
laration of  principles,  governing  hours  and 
wages.  Should  the  employers  and  the  as- 
sociation fail  to  agree  upon  wages  and 
hours  of  work  within  10  days  from  the 
opening  of  such  negotiations  the  question 
or  questions  in  dispute  shall  be  sub- 
mitted to  a  board  of  arbitration  which 
shall  be  composed  of  three  members — one 
appointed  by  the  employers,  one  by  the 
association  and  the  third  to  be  selected 
by  the  two  first  chosen.  Should  the  arbiters 
of  the  employers  and  the  association  with- 
in five  days  from  their  appointment  fail 
to  select  a  third  member,  such  third  mem- 
ber shall  be  appointed  by  (still  undeter- 
mined). The  decision  of  a  majority  of 
such  board  of  arbitration  shall  be  final. 

Retroactive  Increase 

"7.  If  the  board  of  arbitration  shall 
increase  the  present  rate  of  wages,  such 
increase  shall  be  retroactive  to  the  date  of 
resumption  of  work. 

"8.  The  agreement  shall  remain  in  full 
force  and  effect  until  the  first  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1935.  (This  date  is  only  suggestive.) 

"9.  That  all  men  shall  be  obtained 
from  one  central  location,  which  shall  be 
under  the  supervision  of  a  Labor  Relations 
Committee  to  be  composed  of  six  mem- 
bers, three  to  be  designated  by  the  em- 
ployers and  three  to  be  designated  by  the 
I.  L.  A.  whose  duties  shall  include  the 
supervision  and  management  of  the  said 
hall  and  the  dispatching  of  men,  and  at 
all  times  subject  to  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions to  be  adopted  as  provided  in  this 
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Section  9;  the  expenses  shall  be  borne 
by  the  I.  L.  A.  for  their  representatives 
and  by  the  employers  for  their  repre- 
sentatives. The  hall  rental,  janitor  service, 
salaries  of  dispatchers  and  other  employees 
of  the  committee  and  other  incidental  ex- 
penses shall  be  borne  (equally)  by  the 
employers  and  the  I.  L.  A. 

Establish  Rules 

"The  Labor  Relations  Committee  shall 
establish  rules  and  regulations  to  provide 
for  the  election  of  its  officers,  agents  and 
employees,  prescribe  their  duties  and  its 
method  of  procedure  not  inconsistent 
with  this  declaration  of  principles. 

"It  shall  also  provide  for  the  equitable 
distribution  of  work  and  the  fair  equaliza- 
tion of  pay  among  the  employees  listed 
on  said  Exhibit  A  embracing  approximately 
53  gangs  which  53  gangs  shall  continue 
to  perform  the  same  character  of  long- 
shore work  in  which  they  were  engaged  on 
and  prior  to  May  9,  1934,  and  provide 


similar    rules    as    to    the    employees    listed 
upon  Exhibit  B. 

Majority  Vote 

"The  committee  shall  act  by  majority 
vote.  Should  any  question  fail  of  decision 
by  majority  vote  the  committee  shall  for 
the  purpose  of  decision  of  the  disputed 
question  only  be  increased  to  seven  mem- 
bers, the  seventh  member  to  be  chosen  by 
a  majority  of  the  six  regular  members  and 
if  unable  to  agree  upon  such  seventh  mem- 
ber, the  seventh  member  shall  be  appointed 
by  (unnamed). 

"10.  Any  agreement  between  the  em- 
ployers and  the  I.  L.  A.  shall  remain  in 
full  force  for  the  period  and  there  shall 
be  no  stoppage  of  work  during  the  period, 
provided  the  parties  thereto  keep  and  main- 
tain the  terms  thereof. 

"11.  Any  controversy  arising  during 
the  term  of  any  agreement  based  hereon 
shall  be  adjusted  by  arbitration  on  a  plan 
to  be  set  forth  in  the  agreement." 


Exhibit  "CC" 

TELEGRAM  FROM  McGRADY  TO  RYAN  RE  GOVERNMENT  CONTROL  OF 

HIRING  HALLS 


June  6,  1934. 
Joseph  P.  Ryan, 
Washington  Athletic  Club, 
Seattle,  Washington. 

My  proposition  submitted  to  the  strike 
committee  and  to  the  committee  repre- 
senting the  shipowners  was  that  the  United 
States  employment  service  in  the  United 
States  Department  of  Labor  will  appoint 
a  man  in  each  of  the  hiring  halls  to  act 
as  Manager  or  Supervisor  and  that  the 
shipowners  and  the  longshoremen  would 
appoint  a  committee  equal  in  numbers  to 
control  the  Halls.  This  would  be  a  triple 
partnership  namely  the  Industry  Labor  and 
the  Committee.  I  did  propose  that  the  ex- 
pense of  these  Halls  should  be  shared 
equally  by  the  three  parties.  I  think  it 
would  be  better  that  the  expense  of  run- 
ning the  halls  such  as  rent  and  salaries 


of  operating  personnel  and  so  forth  be 
borne  equally  between  the  Union  and  the 
Shipowners  that  the  Union  pay  the  salaries 
of  its  own  committee  and  that  the  Ship- 
owners likewise  pay  their  committee.  In 
such  event  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  would  only  pay  the  salary  of  its 
Manager  in  each  hiring  hall.  In  the  event 
of  dispute  concerning  the  operation  of  any 
hiring  hall  the  question  shall  be  referred 
for  final  settlement  to  the  duly  appointed 
representative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
who  will  be  stationed  in  San  Francisco. 
This  agreement  should  be  agreed  to  for 
the  period  ending  December  31,  1934.  The 
Shipowners  have  accepted  the  Govern- 
ment as  a  partner  in  running  these  halls. 
Surely  the  workers  cannot  take  the  stand 
that  they  do  not  have  faith  in  their  Gov- 
ernment by  rejecting  this  plan. 

(Signed)    EDWARD  F.  McGRADY. 
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Exhibit  "DD" 

RYAN'S  ANSWER  TO  McGRADY'S  TELEGRAM 


3119-20   Arcade   Building, 
Seattle,  Washington, 
June   11,   1934. 

Mr.  Edward  F.  McGrady, 

Asst.  Secretary  of  Labor, 

National  Recovery  Administration, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  McGrady: 

In  reply  to  your  proposal  to  have  Gov- 
ernment Control  of  Longshore  Hiring  Halls, 
we  wish  to  say  that  we  have  no  objection 
to  same,  provided  that  the  Government  will 
also  control  all  other  groups  in  the  Ship- 
ping Industry. 

We  are  a  component  part  of  the  indus- 
try and  the  part  we  play  is  to  supply 
competent  men  at  all  times  to  do  long- 
shore work,  and  when  allowed  to  do  this 
in  our  own  way,  we  challenge  anyone  to 
contradict  our  claim  that  we  have  dis- 
patched the  men  in  a  thoroughly  satis- 
factory manner.  This  being  the  case,  we 
cannot  see  why  our  Government  should 


supervise  our  end  of  the  industry  and 
give  our  employers  a  free  hand  to  carry 
on  their  end  with  no  Government  inter- 
ference, especially  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  handling  of  The  Employers'  end  of  the 
program  has  not  always  been  above  sus- 
picion. We  therefore  must  insist  that  if 
our  Government  is  going  to  supervise  the 
dispatching  of  Longshoremen,  that  our 
Government  will  also  supervise  the  dis- 
patching of  ships  and  distribution  of  car- 
goes, in  other  words,  give  the  employers 
as  much  supervision  as  the  longshoremen 
are  to  receive. 

In  conclusion,  may  we  draw  your  at- 
tention to  the  fact  that  we  have  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  five  companies  trad- 
ing in  Alaska  and  four  companies  in  the 
Alaska  fishing  industry.  These  companies 
are  convinced  that  we  are  competent  to 
dispatch  longshoremen  and  have  agreed 
that  all  men  be  dispatched  from  our  halls. 

Very  truly  yours, 
(Signed)    JOSEPH   P.   RYAN. 


Exhibit  "EE" 

RYAN'S  LETTER  TO  MAYOR  ROSSI 


INTERNATIONAL   LONGSHOREMEN'S 
ASSOCIATION 

San   Francisco,    California. 
June  13,  1934. 
Honorable  Angelo  J.  Rossi, 
Mayor  of  San  Francisco, 
California. 
Dear  Mayor  Rossi: 

In  accordance  with  our  verbal  conversa- 
tion of  this  morning,  I  respectfully  submit 
to  you  herewith  the  International's  propo- 
sition as  the  basis  for  the  settlement  of  the 
controversy  that  is  in  effect  between  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  and  the  or- 
ganization that  I  have  the  honor  to  rep- 
resent. 

In  addition  thereto  I  am  enclosing  a 
copy  of  a  telegram  from  Edward  F.  Mc- 
Grady, Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor,  under 
date  of  June  6th,  and  inasmuch  as  it  pro- 
vided for  Government  control  of  the 
Longshore  Hiring  Halls  and  realizing  that 


the  employers  were  only  favorable  to  this 
proposition  as  a  last  resort,  I  purposely 
refrained  from  replying  to  same  until  I 
had  contacted  the  employers  in  each  port 
on  the  Pacific  Coast  to  ascertain  whether 
or  not  we  could  settle  the  strike  on  any 
other  mutually  satisfactory  basis.  How- 
ever, Mr.  McGrady  called  me  on  long 
distance  from  Washington  on  Saturday, 
June  9th,  and  said  Mr.  Thomas  G.  Plant, 
President  of  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  had  demanded  an  answer  from  me 
in  twenty-four  hours.  I  wired  Mr.  Mc- 
Grady on  June  11,  1934  giving  him  our 
views  in  regard  to  Government  control 
and  I  am  enclosing  a  copy  of  this  wire. 

I  have  before  me  a  copy  of  the  com- 
munication which  Mr.  Plant  sent  you  on 
June  12th  and  in  justice  to  myself  and  the 
men  I  represent,  I  cannot  agree  with  the 
statement  that  I,  as  President  of  the  In- 
ternational organization,  had  given  my 
full  approval  to  the  employers'  proposal 
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of  settlement  submitted  to  me  on  May  28th.      at  whatever  time  you  may  suggest. 

I  will  hold  myself  in  readiness  to  dis-  Yours  very  truly, 

cuss  our  proposition,   as  well  as  the  one  (Signed)  JOSEPH'?.  RYAN, 

submitted  to  you  by  Mr.  Plant,  with  your- 
self and  Mr.  Plant  in  whatever  place  and 


President,  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association. 


Exhibit  "FF" 

PLANT'S  LETTER  TO  MAYOR  ROSSI  DISCUSSING  RYAN'S  STATEMENT  RE 
TERMS  OF  SETTLEMENT,  JUNE  13,  1934 


Dear  Mayor  Rossi: 

Your  letter  of  June  13,  inclosing  a 
proposal  by  Mr.  Ryan,  national  president 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's  As- 
sociation (I.  L.  A.)  has  been  received. 

The  situation  is  too  serious  to  permit 
the  issues  of  the  strike  to  be  obscured. 

The  so-called  new  proposal  of  National 
President  J.  P.  Ryan  of  the  I.  L.  A.  is 
not  a  new  proposal  at  all.  It  is  the  same 
proposal,  dressed  in  different  language, 
which  precipitated  the  waterfront  strike 
on  May  9. 

Preference  in  employment  is  demanded 
for  members  of  the  I.  L.  A.  When  that 
association,  by  its  own  claims,  has  a  mem- 
bership which  is  some  1500  in  excess  of 
the  normal  requirements  of  2500  men,  it 
can  well  be  asked  what  possible  chance 
any  man  not  a  member  of  that  associa- 
tion would  have  in  securing  employment. 

Mr.  Ryan  has  known  ever  since  his  ar- 
rival here  on  May  24  that  the  Waterfront 
Employers  would  not  agree  to  the  closed 
union  shop,  because  it  is  contrary  to  the 
National  Recovery  Act,  because  it  deprives 
an  employer  of  his  fundamental  right  to 
select  his  employees,  and  because  it  pre- 
vents a  qualified  longshoreman  from  con- 
tinuing his  employment  or  obtaining  em- 
ployment, except  on  condition  that  he 
will  join  the  union. 

On  May  28  the  employers  advised  Mr. 
Ryan,  Mr.  McGrady,  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor,  and  the  Federal  mediators  that 
they  recognized  the  I.  L.  A.  for  the  pur- 
pose of  collective  bargaining;  that  they 
would  arbitrate  wages,  and  would  agree 
to  a  jointly  supervised  hiring  hall  where 
there  would  be  no  discrimination. 

Mr.  Ryan  accepted  this  as  a  fair  basis 
for  the  settlement  of  the  strike,  and  said 
he  would  recommend  its  acceptance.  The 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  and  Federal 


Mediator  Grady  also  approved  the  proposal 
as  a  fair  basis  of  settlement.  Notwith- 
standing this,  the  men  rejected  the  pro- 
posal, and  reiterated  their  demand  for  a 
closed  union  shop  and  union  control  of 
hiring  halls. 

Later  the  United  States  Department  of 
Labor  proposed  Government  supervision  of 
hiring  halls.  This  was  accepted  by  the 
employers,  but  rejected  by  Mr.  Ryan. 

On  Monday  of  this  week,  June  11,  Mr. 
Ryan  in  Portland,  acting  for  the  Portland 
Union,  made  a  tentative  agreement  there 
with  the  Portland  employers  which  pro- 
vided that  there  would  be  no  discrimina- 
tion because  of  union  or  non-union  mem- 
bership, and  to  a  jointly  supervised  hiring 
hall.  On  Tuesday  of  this  week  in  Seattle, 
Mr.  Ryan  approved  a  similar  proposal. 

Mr.  Ryan  now  proposes  in  San  Fran- 
cisco a  "preferential  union  agreement," 
which  is  the  closed  union  shop  under 
another  name. 

Mr.  Ryan  refers  to  the  preferential 
agreement  in  existence  on  the  Atlantic 
Coast  and  also  the  preferential  agreement 
which  was  previously  in  existence  at  this 
port  between  the  Waterfront  Employers 
and  the  former  members  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Association. 

The  Waterfront  Employers  of  this  port 
are  not  a  party  to  the  New  York  agree- 
ment. They  do  know  that  it  is  a  continua- 
tion of  an  old  arrangement:  they  also 
know  that  its  legality  has  been  questioned. 

The  Waterfront  Employers  were  a  party 
to  the  agreement  with  the  Longshoremen's 
Association  of  San  Francisco.  This  pro- 
vided for  preferential  employment  of  mem- 
bers of  that  association.  Last  fall,  after 
some  progress  had  been  made  in  organ- 
izing a  local  of  the  I.  L.  A.  at  this 
port,  that  association  made  charges  that  the 
employers  were  discriminating  against  its 
members,  refusing  them  employment,  be- 
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cause  of  the  preferential  agreement  re- 
ferred to,  an  act  in  violation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  recovery  act.  The  complaint 
was  made  to  the  director  of  the  Regional 
Labor  Board.  A  board  of  arbitration  was 
appointed,  which,  after  investigation,  found 
the  charges  sustained,  and  ordered  the 
employers  to  hire  members  of  the  I.  L.  A. 
as  well  as  members  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Association,  without  discrimination.  Now 
the  I.  L.  A.  demands  the  identical  ar- 
rangement and  agreement  which  last  fall 
they  contended  was  illegal  and  discrimina- 
tory. 

We  express  again  our  desire  to-  arrive  at 
a  just  settlement,  for  we  realize  that  the 
public  is  suffering  with  us  from  the  ef- 
fects of  the  strike.  This  desire  has  been 
amply  manifested  by  the  fact  that  as  far 
back  as  May  28  we  presented  proposals 
which  were  accepted  as  fair  by  the  Fed- 
eral authorities  and  by  Mr.  Ryan  himself. 
The  responsibility  for  the  continuance  of 
the  difficult  situation  must,  therefore,  be 


borne  by  Mr.  Ryan,  the  striking  long- 
shoremen whom  he  represents,  and  by  the 
San  Francisco  Teamsters'  Union,  which  has 
refused  to  transport  cargo  to  or  from  the 
docks,  because  they  sympathize  with  the 
longshoremen. 

The  employers  reiterate  their  willingness 

(a)  To  recognize  the  I.  L.  A.  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining. 

(b)  To  arbitrate  wages. 

(c)  To  establish  jointly  supervised  hir- 
ing halls  with  the  Government  participat- 
ing to  guarantee  that  they  shall  be  fairly 
run. 

We  cannot  accept  Mr.  Ryan's  proposal 
for  a  closed  union  shop — and  we  do  not 
feel  that  calling  the  closed  union  shop  by 
a  different  name  will  contribute  to  the  set- 
tlement of  this  controversy,  for  it  only 
obscures  the  principal  issue,  which  is  rep- 
resented by  the  demand  for  a  closed  union 
shop. 

Respectfully, 

T.  G.  PLANT,  President. 


Exhibit  "HH" 

AGREEMENT  OF  JUNE  16th,  1934 


San  Francisco,  June  16,  1934. 
This  agreement  is  entered  into  by  the 
Waterfront  Employers  of  Seattle,  Portland, 
San  Francisco,  and  Los  Angeles,  each 
acting  for  itself,  and  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  and  its  affili- 
ated Locals  through  its  International  Presi- 
dent, and  the  Pacific  Coast  District  through 
its  officers. 

General  Principles 

The  purpose  of  this  agreement  is  to 
promote  permanent  industrial  relations  be- 
tween employer  and  employee  on  a  basis 
mutually  satisfactory  to  both  parties.  As 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  accomplish- 
ment of  such  purpose  it  is  recognized  that 
responsible  leadership  and  responsible 
membership  must  exist  in  both  groups. 

The  Waterfront  Employers  recognize  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
as  the  representative  of  the  longshoremen 
for  the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining. 

The  principle  of  collective  bargaining 
shall  be  joint  and  equal  control  of  em- 
ployment policies  and  of  the  management 
of  hiring  and  despatching  halls. 


It  is  mutually  agreed  that  there  shall 
be  no  discrimination  against  any  man  be- 
cause of  membership  or  non-membership 
in  a  labor  union. 

It  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  employ- 
ers shall  be  free  to  select  their  men  within 
those  eligible  and  under  the  policies 
jointly  determined;  likewise  the  men  shall 
be  free  to  select  their  job. 

Methods  of  Procedure 
A  Labor  Relations  Committee,  consist- 
ing of  three  members  from  the  employers 
and  three  members  from  the  Longshore- 
men, shall  be  selected  at  each  port.  The 
duties  of  these  Committees  shall  be: 

(a)  To   determine  wages  and  working 
rules. 

(b)  To    establish   halls   for   the   regis- 
tration,   hiring   and    despatching   of    long- 
shoremen; to  determine  rules  and  regula- 
tions   for    the    operation    of    these    halls, 
which  rules  must  conform  to  the  policies 
laid  down  in  this  agreement;  to  supervise 
the    operation   of   these   halls. 

(c)  To  act  as  a  Court  of  Appeal  in 
case    of    dispute    between    employer    and 
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employee;  to  investigate  and  adjust  any 
complaint  of  violation  of  the  rules  estab- 
lished for  the  operation  of  the  hiring 
halls.  In  the  event  members  of  the  Com- 
mittee cannot  agree  they  shall  select  a  dis- 
interested impartial  chairman  whose  vote 
shall  determine  the  issue. 

Hiring  Halls 

All  longshoremen  regularly  employed 
prior  to  December  31,  1933,  as  determined 
by  the  employers'  payrolls,  are  to  be 
registered. 

Additional  men  are  to  be  registered  only 
as  the  need  of  the  port  may  require,  as 
determined  by  the  Labor  Relations  Com- 
mittee. 

The  qualifications  for  registration  are  to 
be  determined  by  the  Labor  Relations  Com- 
mittee; applications  for  registration  shall 
however  be  considered  in  order  of  date  of 
application. 

There  shall  be  no  discrimination  in  the 
registration  of  any  man  or  in  any  other 
respect  because  of  union  or  non-union 
affiliation. 

As  a  means  of  effectuating  an  equitable 
distribution  of  the  work,  the  Labor  Re- 
lations Committee  shall  determine  the 
maximum  number  of  hours  any  man  shall 
be  permitted  to  work  in  any  given  period 
of  time. 

The  rent  and  expenses  of  the  hiring 
halls  and  the  salaries  of  the  staff  shall 
be  borne  equally  by  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers and  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association. 

Each  longshoreman  registered  at  the  hall 
who  is  not  a  member  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  shall  pay 
monthly  to  the  Committee  toward  the 
support  of  the  hall  a  sum  equal  to  the 
pro  rata  share  of  the  expense  borne  by 
each  member  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association. 

The  employers  agree  that  they  will  not 
in  any  way  endeavor  to-  undermine  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
or  induce  its  members  to  give  up  their 
membership. 


The  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation may  discipline  any  of  its  members 
for  violation  of  its  rules. 

The  Committee  may,  for  any  cause  suffi- 
cient to  it,  strike  any  man  from  the  reg- 
istration list,  but  he  may  not  be  otherwise 
dropped. 

Present   Wage  Dispute 

The  existing  dispute  on  hours  and  basic 
wages  shall  be  submitted  to  arbitration  on 
the  facts. 

There  shall  be  no  stoppage  of  work 
pending  the  adjustment  of  any  dispute 
which  may  develop  under  this  agreement, 
or  for  any  other  cause. 

The  men  shall  return  to  work;  on  Mon- 
day, June  18,  1934.  Any  wage  adjustment 
shall  be  retroactive  to  that  date. 

This  agreement  shall  be  binding  until 
September  30,  1934,  and  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  renewed  from  year  to  year  there- 
after, unless  either  party  hereto  shall  give 
written  notice  to  the  other,  of  their  desire 
to  have  same  modified,  and  such  notice 
must  be  given  at  least  thirty  (30)  days 
prior  ta  the  expiration  of  this  contract. 
If  such  notice  is  not  so  given,  then  this 
agreement  is  to  stand  as  renewed  for  the 
following  year. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

OF  SEATTLE, 
By  (S)  T.  G.  PLANT. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO, 
By  (S)  T.  G.  PLANT. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

OF  PORTLAND, 
By  (S)  T.  G.  PLANT. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

OF  Los  ANGELES, 
By  (S)  T.  G.  PLANT. 

INTERNATIONAL  LONGSHOREMEN'S 

ASSOCIATION, 
By  (S)  JOSEPH  P.  RYAN, 
International  President. 

PACIFIC  COAST  DISTRICT  I.  L.  A., 
(S)  J.  E.  FINNEGAN. 
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We    guarantee    the    observance    of    this 
agreement  by  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  membership. 
(S)  MICHAEL  CASEY, 
President    Teamsters'    Union    of 

San  Francisco. 
(S)  JOHN  P.  MCLAUGHLIN, 
Secretary   of  Teamsters'   Union 

of  San  Francisco. 
(S)  DAVE  BECK, 
President  of  Teamsters'   Union 
of  Seattle. 


(S)  CHARLES  A.  REYNOLDS, 
(S)  J.  L.  LEONARD, 

President's  Mediation  Board. 
(S)  ANGELO  J.  Rossi, 

Mayor  of  San  Francisco. 

We  guarantee  the  observance  of  this 
agreement  by  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union. 

(S)  JNO.  F.  FORBES, 

Industrial  Association    of    San 
Francisco. 


Exhibit  "JJ" 

LETTER  FROM  PLANT  TO  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  AS  GUARANTOR 
OF  JUNE  16th  AGREEMENT 


San  Francisco,  California, 
June  18,  1934. 

Industrial  Association  of  San  Francisco, 
Alexander  Building, 
San  Francisco,  California. 
Gentlemen: 

On  Saturday,  June  16,  1934,  a  con- 
tract was  executed  in  Mayor  Rossi's 
office  between  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  and  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association,  by  its  International 
President  Joseph  P.  Ryan,  providing  for 
the  settlement  of  the  Longshoremen's  Strike 
and  the  return  to  work  of  the  longshore- 
men this  morning,  June  18th. 

The  performance  of  this  contract  on  the 
part  of  the  membership  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Union  was  guaranteed  in  writing  at 
that  time  by  the  following: 

Angelo  J.  Rossi,  Mayor  of  San  Fran- 
cisco. 
Michael    Casey,    President    Teamsters' 

Union  of  San  Francisco. 
J.    P.    McLaughlin,    Secretary    Team- 
sters' Union  of  San  Francisco. 
Dave      Beck,      President      Teamsters' 

Union  of  Seattle. 

Charles  A.  Reynolds  and  J.  L.   Leon- 
ard, President's  Mediation  Board. 
The  observance  of  the  contract  on  the  part 
of  the  Waterfront  Employers'   Union  was 
guaranteed  by  your  Association. 

This  agreement  was  in  no  way  contin- 
gent upon  ratification  by  the  union  mem- 
bership. In  the  presence  of  Mayor  Rossi 
on  Thursday,  June  14,  1934,  Mr.  Ryan, 
International  President  of  the  Longshore- 


men's Union,  gave  his  unqualified  assur- 
ance that  he  could  make  an  agreement 
on  behalf  of  its  membership  that  would  be 
effective.  At  the  same  time  Mr.  Michael 
Casey  and  Mr.  J.  P.  McLaughlin,  Presi- 
dent and  Secretary  of  the  Teamsters' 
Union  of  San  Francisco,  and  Dave  Beck, 
President  of  the  Seattle  Teamsters'  Union, 
stated  that  they  would  guarantee  that  any 
agreement  made  by  Mr.  Ryan  would  be 
carried  out. 

It  was  upon  the  faith  of  these  assurances 
that  Mr.  Plant  obtained  authority  from 
the  Waterfront  Employers  of  Seattle,  Port- 
land, San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  to 
negotiate  an  agreement  with  Mr.  Ryan. 
The  agreement  so  negotiated  is  the  agree- 
ment which  was  executed  in  Mayor  Rossi's 
office  on  Saturday  by  Mr.  Ryan  and  guar- 
anteed by  the  gentlemen  above  mentioned. 

We  have  now  been  informed  that  the 
members  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  have  refused  to  abide 
by  the  agreement  signed  by  their  Inter- 
national President  but  plan  to  continue 
the  strike  until  the  demands  of  other 
unions  have  been  satisfied  and  to  cause  a 
general  strike  if  possible. 

The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  has 
no  power  or  jurisdiction  to  discuss  or  ne- 
gotiate demands  of  sailors  and  other  ma- 
rine workers,  its  sole  authority  being  to 
handle  problems  of  longshore  labor.  This 
has  been  known  at  all  times  to  Mr.  Ryan 
and  as  long  back  as  May  27th  Mr.  Mc- 
Gray,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor  and 
the  Federal  Mediators  agreed  and  under- 
stood that  the  longshoremen's  strike  must 
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be  settled  without  reference  to  the  de- 
mands of  sailors  and  other  marine  workers. 

At  all  times  in  the  course  of  the  ne- 
gotiations and  the  execution  of  the  agree- 
ment above  mentioned,  it  has  been  un- 
derstood by  all  parties  that  it  was  in  no 
way  contingent  upon  the  settlement  of 
strike  demands  of  the  sailors. 

The  shipowners  have  relied  in  good 
faith  upon  the  integrity  of  the  agreement 
executed  by  Mr.  Ryan  and  guaranteed  as 
above  stated,  and  have  already  executed 
the  necessary  instructions  to  carry  it  into 
effect. 

This  immediate  repudiation  of  an  agree- 
ment made  in  good  faith  is  convincing  evi- 
dence that  the  control  of  the  Longshore- 
men's Association  is  dominated  by  the 
radical  element  and  Communists  whose 
purpose  is  not  to  promote  industrial  peace, 
rather  their  avowed  purpose  is  to  provoke 
class  hatred  and  bloodshed  and  to  under- 


mine the  government.  Further  evidence  of 
this  is  afforded  by  the  fact  that  a  ma- 
jority of  the  committee  of  five  selected 
at  the  longshoremen's  meeting  on  Sunday 
have  been  active  in  the  affairs  of  the 
Communist  organizations. 

It  is  within  the  power  of  the  guaran- 
tors of  the  agreement  to  bring  this  strike 
to  an  end  without  delay  and  if  it  is  made 
clear  that  longshoremen  cannot  expect  aid 
or  sympathy  in  their  repudiation  of  the 
agreement  the  responsible  longshoremen 
will  return  to  work  at  once. 

You  are  a  party  to  the  agreement  and 
we  request  that  you  immediately  call  upon 
the  other  parties  to  that  agreement  and 
its  guarantors  to  make  good  upon  their 
guaranty. 

Very   truly   yours, 
WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

OF  SAN  FRANCISCO. 
By  T.  G.  PLANT,  President. 


Exhibit  "KK" 

TELEGRAM  FROM  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  TO  PRESIDENT  ROOSEVELT 


San  Francisco,  June  18,  1934. 
Honorable  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt, 
President, 
White  House, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

My  dear  Mr.   President: 

Further  with  reference  to  our  telegram 
to  you  of  June  fifteenth  reporting  serious 
waterfront  labor  situation  in  Pacific  Coast 
ports  we  again  beg  your  immediate  interven- 
tion to  prevent  serious  conflict  in  San  Fran- 
cisco and  other  Pacific  Coast  ports  as  result 
of  repudiation  by  membership  of  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association  of  agree- 
ment signed  last  Saturday  settling  longshore- 
men's strike.  The  agreement  was  signed  by 
Joseph  P.  Ryan,  International  President  of 
I.  L.  A.  and  Thomas  G.  Plant,  President 
of  Waterfront  Employers  Union  of  San 
Francisco,  representing  also  the  Water- 
front Employers  of  Seattle,  Portland  and 
Los  Angeles.  This  agreement  also  bore  the 
signatures  of  Charles  A.  Reynolds,  Chair- 
man of  Regional  Labor  Board  of  Seattle, 
and  J.  L.  Leonard,  Chairman  Regional 
Labor  Board  of  Los  Angeles,  both  signing 
as  guarantors  of  performance  on  part  of 


membership  of  longshoremen's  union.  It 
also  carried  the  signature  of  Angelo  J. 
Rossi,  Mayor  of  San  Francisco;  Michael 
Casey,  President  Teamsters'  Union  San 
Francisco;  J.  P.  McLaughlin,  Secretary 
Teamsters'  Union,  San  Francisco;  Dave 
Beck,  President  Teamsters'  Union,  Seattle, 
all  as  guarantors  of  the  observance  of  the 
agreement  by  the  membership  of  I.  L.  A. 
and  the  writer  as  President  of  Industrial 
Association  of  San  Francisco  as  guarantor 
of  performance  by  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers Union.  At  rump  meeting  held  Sunday, 
members  of  Longshoremen's  Union,  San 
Francisco,  by  standing  vote,  repudiated 
President  Ryan's  signature  and  voted  to 
continue  strike.  We  understand  there  is 
evidence  in  hands  of  Department  of  Labor 
that  Communists  have  captured  control  of 
Longshoremen's  Unions  with  no  intention 
of  strike  settlement.  We  have  reached 
crisis  threatening  destruction  of  property 
and  serious  loss  of  life  in  various  ports 
on  Pacific  Coast  unless  you  act  to  com- 
pel performance  on  the  part  of  Long- 
shoremen's Unions  of  the  agreement 
signed  by  their  International  President. 
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The  entire  business  community  which  has 
been  patient  for  more  than  forty  days 
during  the  progress  of  this  dispute  is  now 
insistent  that  this  port  and  others  on  the 


Pacific  Coast  be  immediately  opened. 

INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  SAN 

FRANCISCO. 
JOHN  F.  FORBES,  President. 


Exhibit  "LL" 

STATEMENT  OF  PLANT  TO  MAYOR  ROSSI  PRESENTED  AT  MEETING  OF 

JUNE  20th,  1934 


"I  have  complied  with  your  honor's 
request  that  I  come  to  your  office  this 
morning,  although  I  advised  you  over  the 
telephone  that  it  was  utterly  beyond  my 
power  or  that  of  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers' Union  to  discuss  the  demands  of  the 
joint  committee  representing  various  sea- 
faring unions  that  all  their  demands  must 
be  met  before  the  longshoremen  will  return 
to  work. 

"I  have  come  because  I  cannot  permit 
the  facts  in  this  serious  situation  to  become 
confused  by  any  charge  that  we  are  un- 
willing to  meet  with  employees  to  discuss 
their  grievances.  However,  as  I  will  point 
out  here,  neither  I  nor  the  organization 
which  I  represent  has  any  power  to  dis- 
cuss the  demands  of  the  seafaring  unions, 
which,  as  the  men  well  know  and  have 
known  for  weeks,  can  only  be  settled  by 
conference  with  individual  employers  or 
through  the  machinery  provided  by  the 
federal  government. 

"Therefore,    after    I    made   my   position 


plain,  I  must  withdraw  from  further 
conference  on  such  demand,  for  to  con- 
tinue to  participate  in  such  meeting  can 
only  result  in  delay  and  confusion  in  the 
settlement  of  the  longshoremen's  strike. 

"Your  letter  of  June  19,  enclosing  a 
letter  of  the  same  date  from  the  joint 
marine  strike  committee,  signed  by  Harry 
Bridges,  chairman,  has  been  received.  This 
letter  contains  a  demand  that  the  demands 
of  all  striking  unions  must  be  met  before 
any  of  the  men  will  return  to  work.  This 
demand,  we  understand,  was  the  ground 
on  which  the  longshoremen  on  Sunday  re- 
pudiated the  agreement  made  in  your  of- 
fice on  Saturday  by  their  international 
president,  Mr.  Ryan. 

"The  demand  is  made  upon  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Union  that  it  must  make 
a  joint  settlement  for  all  unions  involved. 
The  utter  impossibility  of  such  a  demand 
is  apparent  when  it  is  realized  that  some 
of  the  striking  unions  represent  trades  not 
even  connected  with  shipping." 


Exhibit  "MM" 

LETTER  FROM  PLANT  TO  BRIDGES  RE  DEMANDS  OF  SEAFARING  UNIONS 


WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

President's  Office 

215  Market  Street — Room  832 

San   Francisco 

June  19,  1934. 
Mr.  H.  Bridges, 

Chairman,  Joint  Marine  Strike  Committee, 
Room  "B" — Ferry  Building, 
San  Francisco,  California. 
Dear  Sir: 

This  acknowledges  receipt  of  and  re- 
plies to  your  letter  of  June  19th  in 
which  you  advise  that  a  Joint  Committee 
has  been  formed  to  handle  negotiations  for 
the  various  unions  now  on  strike  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  area,  and  that  the  Com- 


mittee is  now  ready  to  enter  into  nego- 
tiations with  our  Association. 

While  you  letter  does  not  state  the 
names  of  the  various  unions  which  your 
Committee  represents,  we  understand  that 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, various  unions  of  seafaring  men,  and 
also  unions  of  men  employed  ashore  such 
as  machinists,  coopers  and  caulkers,  are 
included. 

The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union  has  no 
authority  or  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
any  matters  save  those  pertaining  to  long- 
shore labor  in  the  port  of  San  Francisco. 

It  must  be  obvious  to  anyone  that  it 
has  no  authority  or  jurisdiction  with  re- 
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spect  to  such  trades  as  machinists,  coopers 
and  caulkers. 

The  question  might  arise  in  some  minds 
as  to  whether  it  has  authority  or  juris- 
diction with  respect  to  the  unions  of  sea- 
faring men. 

The  membership  of  the  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  is  comprised  of  certain 
steamship  lines  serving  the  port  of  San 
Francisco,  of  foreign  ownership  as  well 
as  of  American  ownership.  Contracting 
stevedores,  or  concerns  whose  business  is 
limited  to  the  loading  and  unloading  of 
vessels  are  also  members. 

The  question  of  adjustment  of  demands 
of  the  unions  of  seafaring  men  affect  all 
vessels  flying  the  American  flag,  vessels 
trading  on  the  Atlantic  as  well  as  on  the 
Pacific;  in  fact,  wherever  American  ves- 
sels may  trade. 

We  think  it  should  be  apparent  to  any- 
one that  a  small  group  of  vessel  operators, 
whose  offices  are  located  in  San  Francisco, 
agents  of  foreign  steamship  companies 
whose  vessels  trade  here,  and  of  contract- 
ing stevedores  who  have  nothing  whatever 
to  do  with  the  management  of  vessels, 
cannot  possibly  have  any  authority  or  ju- 
risdiction with  respect  to  a  matter  which 
is  so  far  reaching  in  its  scope. 

Means  are  available  in  the  machinery  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  the  handling 
of  such  disputes  as  have  arisen  with  re- 
spect to  the  unions  of  seafaring  men.  On 
May  26th  a  Committee  of  the  Pacific  Coast 
Council  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  presented  a  demand  that 
all  demands  of  the  striking  seafaring 
unions  be  met  in  full  before  the  long- 
shoremen would  return  to  work,  regard- 
less of  what  settlement  might  be  reached 
in  the  longshoremen's  dispute.  This  ques- 
tion was  discussed  during  all  of  May  26th 


and  May  27th  before  the  Assistant  Secre- 
tary of  Labor,  Mr.  Edward  F.  McGrady 
and  Messrs.  Reynolds,  Grady  and  Leon- 
ard, the  Regional  Labor  Directors  for 
Seattle,  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles, 
respectively.  Late  in  the  afternoon  of  May 
27th  a  Committee  of  the  Pacific  Coast 
Council  of  the  International  Longshore- 
men's Association  was  convinced  that  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  had  no  juris- 
diction and  the  demand  was  withdrawn. 
The  Regional  Labor  Directors  above  re- 
ferred to  assured  the  Committee  of  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association 
that  the  demands  of  the  striking  unions 
of  seafaring  men  would  be  handled 
through  the  regular  channels  provided  by 
the  Federal  Government.  The  Government 
channels  are  still  available  and  to  our 
knowledge  there  are  no  other  means 
through  which  these  disputes  can  be 
handled. 

We  believe  that  our  sincere  desire  to 
settle  the  longshoremen's  strike  on  fair 
terms  has  been  demonstrated  by  our  execu- 
tion of  the  agreement  on  June  16th  with 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, acting  by  its  International  President, 
Mr.  Ryan.  We  are  prepared  to  carry  out 
that  agreement  and  we  cannot  believe  that 
the  longshoremen  of  this  port  will  permit 
themselves  to  be  led  into  the  impossible 
situation  of  demanding  as  a  condition  to 
the  settlement  of  this  strike  that  the  de- 
mands of  seafaring  unions  with  which  the 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  have  no 
power  or  jurisdiction,  be  first  met.  In- 
sistence upon  such  a  demand  can  only 
mean  that  those  leaders  who  persist  in  it 
have  no  desire  to  settle  the  strike.  We 
cannot  believe  that  this  can  be  the  case. 

Very   truly  yours, 
(Signed)    T.  G.  PLANT,  President. 


Exhibit  "NN" 
JOINT  MARINE  STRIKE  COMMITTEE  STATEMENT  OF  JUNE  22,  1934 


The  representatives  of  the  organizations 
involved  have  exercised  and  will  continue 
to  exercise  every  honorable  effort  to  se- 
cure conferences  with  the  several  employer 
groups  in  the  marine  industry. 

While  the  employer  groups  have  met 
with  a  committee  from  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  to  date  the 


employer  groups  involved  in  the  settle- 
ment of  the  seamen,  masters,  mates  and 
pilots,  firemen,  cooks,  etc.,  have  refused  to 
meet  the  duly  elected  and  authorized  rep- 
resentatives of  these  unions. 

Such  a  meeting  is  essential  in  order  to 
bring  about  a  settlement  of  the  present 
controversy  and  to  provide  the  means  by 
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which  the  employees  can  return  to  work. 

The  demands  of  the  different  unions 
involved  in  this  strike  can  in  no  way  be 
considered  unreasonable,  but  on  the  con- 
trary are  such  as  would  follow  the  provi- 
sions as  set  forth  under  the  National 
Recovery  Act,  i.e.,  the  right  to  organize 
and  the  right  to  enter  into  collective  bar- 
gaining with  the  employers. 

This  has  been  impossible  to  accomplish 


because  of  the  arbitrary  actions  of  the 
employers,  who  are  not  complying  with 
provisions  of  the  National  Industrial  Re- 
covery Act — and  the  numerous  statements 
and  urgent  requests  made  by  President 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  asking  for  full 
cooperation  of  the  employers  and  em- 
ployees engaged  in  industry  in  the  United 
States. 


Exhibit  "OO" 

STATEMENT   BY   PRESIDENT   FORBES   OF  INDUSTRIAL   ASSOCIATION 
AGREEING  TO  DEFER  TRUCKING 


"In  response  to  a  direct  appeal  from 
Mayor  Angelo  J.  Rossi  arrangements  com- 
pleted by  the  Industrial  Association  for  the 
movement  of  goods  to  and  from  San  Fran- 
cisco waterfront  are  being  held  in  abeyance 
for  24  hours. 

"In  conformity  with  its  previous  an- 
nouncement the  Industrial  Association  is 
now  prepared  to  move  goods  to  and  from 
the  waterfront  and  had  arranged  to  do-  so 
beginning  tomorrow.  We  do  not  feel  that 
even  with  the  interests  of  San  Francisco 
merchants  thus  further  prejudiced  and  losses 
to  this  community  thus  increased  by  another 
day's  delay,  we  are  justified  in  disregard- 
ing this  appeal  from  the  chief  executive  of 
our  city. 

"In  common  with  the  great  majority  of 
our  citizens  we  regret  the  seemingly  inter- 
minable delays  caused  by  repeated  and  futile 
efforts  of  negotiations — and  we  feel  defi- 
nitely with  that  majority  that  the  time  for 
such  delays  is  past.  It  is  our  view  that  this 


port  should  be  opened  immediately  and  that 
negotiations  thereafter  can  go  on,  if  there  is 
any  willingness  on  the  part  of  those  respon- 
sible for  this  intolerable  condition  to  accede 
to  any  fair  proposals. 

"This  is  the  second  time  that  we  have 
deferred  resumption  of  the  lawful  activities 
of  our  members  in  shipping  goods  over  the 
waterfront.  We  were  prepared  to  go  ahead 
last  Monday  but  delayed  at  that  time  by 
reason  of  a  request  from  Washington. 

"It  is  apparent  to  all  that  what  really  is 
going  on  is  the  continuance  of  a  condition 
under  which  our  citizens  are  not  permitted 
to  go  about  their  regular  businesses.  This 
calls  for  the  full  power  of  the  executive  in 
the  protection  of  the  rights  of  our  citizens. 
We  feel  confident  that  this  is  fully  recog- 
nized by  Mayor  Rossi  and  that  his  request 
for  delay  must  rest  upon  grounds  which  he 
feels  are  even  superior  to  these  rights.  We 
therefore  are  acceding  to  the  Mayor's  re- 
quest." 


Exhibit  "PP" 

EXECUTIVE  ORDER   ESTABLISHING   NATIONAL    LONGSHOREMEN'S   BOARD 


"By  virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me 
under  title  1  of  the  National  Industrial  Re- 
covery Act  (48  Stat.  195;  U.  S.  C,  Title 
15,  Section  701)  and  under  a  joint  resolu- 
tion approved  June  19,  1934  (Public  Reso- 
lution 44,  73d  Congress)  and  in  order  to 
effectuate  said  act  and  joint  resolution,  I, 
Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  President  of  the 
United  States,  do  hereby  issue  the  following 
executive  order: 

"There  is  hereby  created  in  connection 
with  the  Department  of  Labor,  a  board  to 


be  known  as  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board,  which  shall  be  composed  of  the 
Right  Reverend  Edward  J.  Hanna,  chair- 
man; O.  K.  Cushing  and  Edward  F.  Mc- 
Grady.  Each  member  of  the  board  shall 
receive  necessary  traveling  and  subsistence 
expenses  and  each  member  who  prior  to  the 
issuance  of  this  order  was  not  an  officer  or 
employe  of  the  United  States  shall  in  addi- 
tion thereto  receive  $20  per  diem. 

"The  board  shall  have  authority  to  ap- 
point without  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the 
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civil  service  laws  or  the  classification  act 
of  1923  as  amended  no  more  than  fifteen 
employes  and  to  incur  financial  obligations 
necessary  for  the  proper  performance  of  its 
duties.  Obligations  and  expenses  incurred 
under  the  authority  of  this  order  shall  be 
paid  out  of  the  funds  appropriated  by  the 
fourth  deficiency  act,  fiscal  year  1933,  ap- 
proved June  16,  1933  (48  Stat.  274,  275). 

"The  board  is  hereby  authorized  in  con- 
nection with  the  longshoremen's  strike  on 
the  Pacific  Coast  and  labor  problems  re- 
lating thereto: 

"A — To  investigate  issues,  facts,  prac- 
tices and  activities  of  the  employers  or 
employes  that  are  burdening  or  obstructing 
or  threatening  to  burden  or  obstruct  the  free 


flow  of  interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

"B — To  hear,  make  findings  of  fact  and 
take  appropriate  affirmative  action  regarding 
complaints  or  discrimination  against  or  dis- 
charge of  the  employes. 

"C — To  act  as  voluntary  arbitrator  upon 
request. 

"D — To  exercise  all  other  powers  con- 
ferred upon  a  Board  established  under  the 
authority  of  Public  Resolution  44. 

"E — To  make  a  report  to  the  President 
through  the  Secretary  of  Labor  of  the  activi- 
ties, the  findings,  the  investigations  and  the 
recommendations  of  the  board. 

"The  board  shall  cease  to  exist  when  it 
has  completed  the  duties  it  is  authorized  to 
perform." 


Exhibit  "QQ" 

STATEMENT  BY  PACIFIC  FOREIGN  TRADE  STEAMSHIP  ASSN.,  JUNE  21,  1934 


We  are  advised  that  the  agreement  to 
settle  the  stevedore  strike  on  the  Pacific 
Coast,  recently  signed  by  your  organization, 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion, by  Mr.  Joseph  P.  Ryan,  president; 
Mayor  Angelo  J.  Rossi  of  San  Francisco, 
and  others,  the  observance  of  which  was 
guaranteed  by  the  presidents  of  certain 
unions  as  indicated  in  the  agreement,  has 
been  repudiated  by  the  Longshoremen's 
Association. 

We  desire  to  point  out  to  you  that  in  so 
far  as  the  foreign-owned  and  operated 
steamship  lines  engaged  in  the  off-shore 
foreign  trade  from  the  Pacific  Coast  of  the 
United  States  to  ports  throughout  the  world 
are  concerned,  the  only  labor  problem  in- 
volved is  the  dispute  between  the  longshore- 
men and  the  shipowners. 

All  other  labor  disputes  set  up  by  the 
longshoremen  raise  international  problems 
in  so  far  as  the  owners  and  operators  of 
foreign  vessels  are  concerned,  and  obviously 
these  other  labor  problems  set  up  by  the 
Longshoremen's  Union  do  not  and  cannot 
affect  these  foreign  lines,  which  are  only 
interested  in  the  problem  of  the  longshore- 
men's strike. 

The  owners  and  operators  of  all  the 
foreign-line  vessels  from  the  Pacific  coast 
are  ready  to  abide  by  the  agreement  of  June 
16,  signed  by  you  on  behalf  of  the  Water- 
front Employers'  Unions  of  the  various 
Pacific  coast  ports  and  by  Mr.  Joseph  P. 


Ryan,  president  of  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association. 

As  we  now  understand  the  situation,  the 
refusal  of  the  Longshoremen's  Union  to 
abide  by  this  agreement  previously  entered 
into  is  based  upon  other  labor  problems 
concerning  other  maritime  operations  in 
which  the  foreign  lines  are  not  interested, 
and  it  is  obviously  unfair  and  illogical  on 
the  part  of  the  Longshoremen's  Union  to 
insist  upon  the  disposition  of  the  claims  of 
these  other  unions  in  which  the  foreign 
lines  are  not  in  the  least  interested. 

We  are  addressing  this  letter  to-  you  on 
behalf  of  36  foreign-owned  or  operated 
steamship  lines  engaged  in  the  off-shore 
trade  from  the  Pacific  coast  to  all  parts  of 
the  world,  none  of  which  are  engaged  in 
the  intercoastal  or  coastwise  trade. 

These  lines  cover  services  from  the  Pacific 
coast  of  the  United  States  to  European 
ports,  transpacific  ports,  east  coast  of  South 
America  ports,  Australasian  ports,  Caribbean 
sea  ports,  South  Africa  ports,  Dutch  East 
Indian  ports,  Mediterranean  ports,  ports  in 
Great  Britain,  Straits  Settlements  ports,  and 
ro-und  the  world  services. 

Over  95  per  cent  of  the  Pacific  coast- 
European  trade  is  conducted  by  vessels 
owned  or  operated  under  foreign  flags,  and 
over  50  per  cent  of  the  transpacific  trade 
is  conducted  by  vessels  owned  or  operated 
under  foreign  flags.  A  substantial  part  of 
the  foreign  trade  to  all  the  other  areas 
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enumerated  is  served  by  vessels  owned  or 
operated  under  foreign  flags. 

Of  the  above  36  lines,  11  of  the  lines  fly 
the  British  flag,  two  the  Danish,  two  the 
Dutch,  one  the  French,  two  the  German, 
one  the  Italian,  seven  the  Japanese,  eight  the 
Norwegian,  and  two  the  Swedish.  The  total 
deadweight  tonnage  of  the  vessels  of  these 
lines  exceeds  2,523,000  tons. 

This  does  not  include  the  offshore  tramp 
steamers  from  the  Pacific  coast  ports  to 
ports  throughout  the  world,  a  substantial 
part  of  which  is  engaged  in  by  foreign- 
owned  vessels.  A  preponderance  of  all  the 
offshore  foreign  trade  from  the  Pacific  coast 
is  engaged  in  by  vessels  flying  foreign  flags. 
The  position  of  the  Longshoremen's  Union 
in  respect  to  these  foreign  flag  lines,  so 
vitally  interested  in  the  solution  of  the  prob- 
lem which  has  stifled  trade  from  the  Pacific 
coast,  for  the  past  six  weeks,  is  unreason- 
able and  unsound. 


The  Longshoremen's  Union  must  realize 
that  the  foreign  lines  are  not,  nor  can  they 
be,  involved  in  any  dispute  in  connection 
with  wages  or  working  conditions  on  Ameri- 
can vessels  or  in  the  problems  of  shoreside 
unions  with  which  they  have  no  connection 
and  the  members  of  which  are  not  in  any 
way  engaged  on  these  vessels. 

All  of  these  problems  other  than  those 
involving  the  longshoremen  directly  are  mat- 
ters in  which  foreign  lines  cannot  be  in- 
volved, and  to  postpone  the  settlement  of 
the  longshoremen's  strike  on  any  grounds 
involving  these  other  workers  or  unions  is 
highly  prejudiced  and  unfair  to  the  foreign- 
flag  lines,  who  cannot  in  the  least  aid  or 
participate  in  the  solution  of  these  other 
irrelevant  questions. 

We  urge  that  you  bring  this  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  proper  authorities  and  that  every 
effort  be  made  to  make  our  position  clear. 


Exhibit  "RR" 

PROPOSALS  OF  NATIONAL  LONGSHOREMEN'S  BOARD 


The  National  Longshoremen's  Board  here- 
by appeals  to  all  parties  to  the  existing 
dispute  between  the  longshoremen  and  the 
maritime  workers  and  the  employers  to  end 
at  once  the  intolerable  situation  existing  on 
the  Pacific  Coast.  To  that  end  it  presents 
the  following  suggestion: 

By  virtue  of  the  order  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States  creating  this  board,  it  may 
act  as  voluntary  arbitrator  on  request  in 
adjudicating  cases  at  issue  in  the  longshore- 
men's strike. 

The  board  is  of  the  opinion  that  an  ami- 
cable settlement  of  the  issues  involved  in 
the  controversy  between  the  longshoremen 
and  their  employers  can  be  reached  by  arbi- 
tration, if  both  parties  to  the  controversy 
will  request  this  board  to  act  as  arbitrator 
and  agree  to  abide  by  its  decisions. 

If  such  arrangement  can  be  made,  all  men 
on  strike  should  be  immediately  returned  to 
the  positions  they  respectively  occupied  the 
day  before  the  strike  without  discrimination 
against  any  worker  for  membership  in  the 
union  or  participation  in  the  strike. 

The  board  has  authority  to  take  appro- 
priate affirmative  action  regarding  discrim- 
ination against  employees. 

Whatever  decision  may  be  arrived  at  as  to 


wages  to  be  retractive  to  the  date  the  men 
return  to  work. 

If  the  proposed  arbitration  is  agreed  to 
between  the  longshoremen  and  the  employ- 
ers, all  members  of  the  maritime  unions  to 
be  immediately  returned  to  the  positions 
they  respectively  occupied  the  day  before 
the  strike,  without  discrimination  against 
any  worker  for  membership  in  the  union  or 
participation  in  the  strike. 

The  board  will  immediately,  upon  com- 
pletion of  the  longshoremen's  arbitration, 
take  up  the  grievances  and  demands  of  the 
maritime  unions. 

We  recognize  that  there  are  difficulties  in 
establishing  a  basis  for  collective  bargaining 
between  the  maritime  unions  and  the  em- 
ployers that  do  not  exist  to  the  same  extent 
in  the  longshoremen's  case. 

The  joint  resolution  of  Congress,  under 
which  this  board  is  acting,  empowers  the 
board,  "When  it  shall  appear  to  the  public 
interest  to  order  and  conduct  an  election  by 
secret  ballot  of  any  of  the  employes  of  any 
employer,  to  determine  by  what  person  or 
persons,  or  organizations  they  desire  to  be 
represented  in  order  to  insure  the  right  of 
the  employes  to  organize  and  select  their 
representatives  for  the  purpose  of  collective 
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bargaining  as  defined  in  Section  7a"  of  the 
National  Recovery  Act. 

To  aid  in  the  adjustment  of  grievances  of 
the  workers,  the  board  will  exercise  that 
power.  The  power  of  the  board  to  investi- 
gate and  report  will  be  exercised  to  aid  in 
the  solution  of  the  controversy. 

The  board  will  also  use  its  good  offices  to 
bring  about  an  arrangement  making  it  un- 
necessary for  seamen  meanwhile  to  apply  for 
work  to  the  Marine  Service  Bureau. 

Because  of  the  acuteness  of  the  situation, 
the  board  requests  that  you  reply  not  later 


than  Thursday,  July  5,  midnight;  so  that 
arrangements  for  arbitration  proceedings  can 
be  begun  Friday  morning,  July  6. 

In  the  interests  of  justice  to  all  parties, 
and  in  order  to  restore  immediately  the  nor- 
mal flow  of  business  and  commerce,  we 
earnestly  urge  that  all  parties  to  the  contro- 
versy accept  the  suggestion  of  this  board. 
(Signed)  NATIONAL  LONGSHOREMEN'S 

BOARD 

Edward  J.  Hanna,  Chairman 
O.  K.  Gushing 
Edward  F.  McGrady 


Exhibit  "SS" 

LETTER  FROM  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  TO  ARCHBISHOP  HANNA 
NOTIFYING  BOARD  OF  TRUCKING  OPERATIONS 


"Your  Grace: 

"As  we  have  previously  stated  to  your 
honorable  body  and  to  the  public,  the  Indus- 
trial Association  of  San  Francisco  has  been 
in  entire  sympathy  with  the  efforts  made  by 
the  National  Longshoremen's  Board  to  find 
a  peaceful  solution  of  the  problem  laid  be- 
fore it  in  connection  with  the  longshore- 
men's strike  and  affiliated  labor  difficulties. 


"In  the  meantime  the  citizens  of  San 
Francisco  have  been  confronted  with  an  en- 
tirely different  problem,  which  is  their  right 
to  the  free  use  of  the  public  streets  and 
wharves  in  the  normal  transaction  of  lawful 
business.  This  indisputable  right  has  been 
denied  our  people,  through  intimidation  and 
violence,  for  fifty-five  days,  at  an  estimated 
cost  of  approximately  $1,000,000  a  day." 


Exhibit  "TT" 

LETTER  FROM  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  TO  MAYOR  ROSSI  ANNOUNCING 
COMMENCEMENT  OF  TRUCKING  OPERATIONS 


This  is  to  inform  you  of  our  plans  to  open 
the  port  of  San  Francisco  by  providing 
means  for  the  movement  of  freight  to  and 
from  the  docks.  We  enclose  copy  of  a  letter 
from  us  to  Chief  of  Police  Quinn  also  noti- 
fying him  of  our  plans. 

This  is  the  fifty-fifth  day  of  the  long- 
shoremen's strike. 

Violence,  riots,  intimidations  and  worse 
have  paralyzed  the  commerce  of  this  port. 

The  streets  of  San  Francisco,  which  are 
the  property  of  the  citizens,  have  been  de- 
nied to  them  by  the  intimidations  which 
have  been  practiced  by  the  strike  pickets. 
The  Embarcadero,  which  is  the  property  of 
the  State  of  California  and  which  is  the 
economic  artery  of  this  community,  has  been 
closed  to  the  citizens  of  this  State  engaged 
in  peaceful  pursuits.  The  right  to  drive  a 
vehicle,  no  matter  how  it  may  have  been 
loaded,  or  by  whom,  or  with  what,  on  the 
Embarcadero  or  any  other  street,  is  no  more 
to  be  denied  than  the  right  of  a  citizen  to 


drive  his  car,  within  the  traffic  regulations, 
up  Market  Street. 

The  creeping  paralysis  that  is  closing  in 
this  community  is  not  the  result  of  any  fail- 
ure to  load  or  unload  ships.  More  than 
fifteen  hundred  men  are  today  working  as 
longshoremen.  Cargo  which  is  destined  for 
other  points  is  being  loaded  in  cars  and 
shipped  without  difficulty.  Seattle,  Portland 
and  other  northern  communities,  as  well  as 
interior  points  in  California,  are  being 
served  in  this  fashion  over  San  Francisco 
docks  and  with  San  Francisco  harbor 
facilities. 

But  San  Francisco  cargo,  consigned  to 
San  Francisco  merchants  and  vitally  needed 
by  them,  is  piled  high  on  the  docks.  Not  a 
truck  moves  from  dock  to  factory  or  ware- 
house because  the  longshoremen's  pickets, 
by  violence  and  threats,  have  driven  the 
teamsters,  who  are  not  parties  to  their  quar- 
rel, off  the  waterfront.  These  teamsters  have 
ceased  to  move  freight  to  and  from  the  San 
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Francisco  docks  because  they  fear  for  their 
lives  and  their  homes. 

Even  the  United  States  is  required,  in 
order  to  get  its  property  from  the  docks,  to 
get  a  permit  from  strike  headquarters. 

Merchants  have  been  threatened  and  their 
employes  beaten  if  they  have  accepted  deliv- 
eries from  the  docks. 

Factories  have  closed  for  lack  of  materials. 
Thousands  are  out  of  work. 

Ships  cannot  obtain  supplies  in  San  Fran- 
cisco, for  a  teamster  cannot  approach  the 
docks  with  ship's  stores  because  of  the  vio- 
lence of  the  strike  pickets. 

The  docks,  built  with  State  funds  and 
operated  by  the  State,  no  longer  serve  the 
City  of  San  Francisco,  but  are  serving  other 
communities  in  other  States,  while  our  own 
citizens  are  forced  to  go  without  the  mer- 
chandise which  they  have  bought  and  paid 
for. 

Representatives  of  foreign  lines  have  noti- 
fied this  association  that  unless  steps  are 
taken  to  restore  the  free  flow  of  commerce 
here  they  will  be  forced  to  abandon  this 
harbor  as  a  port  of  call. 

For  weeks  past  it  has  been  the  constant 
endeavor  of  the  shipping  interests  and  of 
ourselves  to  promote  a  peaceful  solution  of 
the  difficulties  growing  out  of  this  strike. 
But  all  such  efforts  have  been  unavailing 
because  of  the  determination  of  the  leaders 
of  this  strike  not  to  effect  any  settlement, 
but  rather  to  precipitate  more  violence, 
more  bloodshed  and  a  still  greater  disturb- 
ance of  this  community's  economic  life. 

Three  separate  agreements  to  prevent  a 
strike  or  to  bring  this  strike  to  an  end  have 
been  approved  by  officials  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association.  Two 
of  these  were  approved  by  the  international 
president  of  that  association.  The  last  of 
these  was  signed  on  June  16  and  was  un- 
derwritten by  you;  by  President  Casey  and 
Secretary  Mclaughlin  of  the  San  Francisco 
Teamsters'  Union;  President  Beck  of  the 
Seattle  Teamsters'  Union,  and  by  Federal 
mediators  Reynolds  and  Leonard,  acting  on 
specific  authority  from  Washington. 

This  agreement  represents  an  honorable 
settlement.  By  its  terms  the  union  was  rec- 
ognized. Wages  and  hours  were  to  be  arbi- 
trated. Joint  control  of  hiring  halls,  in  order 
to  assure  fair  and  proper  distribution  of 
work,  was  provided.  This  agreement  was 
repudiated  on  the  day  following  its  signa- 


ture at  a  turbulent  union  meeting,  pro- 
grammed and  dominated  by  radicals  and 
communists.  Since  that  date  the  strike  has 
been  in  direct  charge  of  a  committee  of 
five,  three  of  whom  are  recognized  Com- 
munists. 

Business  interests  of  this  community,  act- 
ing through  this  association,  have  deter- 
mined that  they  will  no  longer  permit  the 
strangulation  of  this  port  by  a  group  of  irre- 
sponsible leaders  who  drag  every  extraneous 
and  inconsequential  issue  across  the  trail  in 
order  to  prevent  a  settlement. 

We  have,  therefore,  made  plans  to  start 
teaming  operations  on  July  2,  1934.  The 
drivers  of  the  trucks  which  we  expect  to 
move  over  the  streets  of  San  Francisco  and 
across  the  Embarcadero,  will  be  unarmed. 
They  will  ride  the  trucks  alone.  This  is 
being  done  because  we  are  determined  to 
take  no  step  which  will  provoke  violence 
and  because  we  are  confident  that  the  peace- 
ful trucking  of  goods  on  San  Francisco 
streets  will  be  protected  by  the  Police  De- 
partment. 

If  the  strike  pickets,  by  mass  action,  vio- 
lence and  intimidation,  attempt  to  prevent 
this  peaceful  trucking  operation  which  we 
are  about  to  undertake,  then  it  must  be  obvi- 
ous to  all  that  the  legitimate  longshoremen 
who  struck  on  May  9  because  they  felt  they 
had  a  grievance  are  being  made  the  tools  of 
agitators  and  Communists,  who  have  gained 
control  of  the  union  and  are  using  it  and 
its  members  to  obtain  their  revolutionary 
ends. 

We  repeat  that  it  is  only  our  purpose  to 
restore  to  the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  their 
legal  and  moral  right  to  the  use  of  their 
own  property,  the  streets  of  this  community. 
We  feel  certain  that  the  three-quarter  of  a 
million  decent  and  law  abiding  citizens  of 
this  community  will  not  longer  permit  a 
handful  of  irresponsible  radicals  to  deny 
them  this  basic  right. 

We  cannot  too  highly  commend  the  fear- 
less and  efficient  protection  which  Chief 
Quinn  and  the  Police  Department  have 
given  to  persons  and  property  during  this 
strike.  The  long  hours  and  tireless  work 
of  these  men  has  earned  for  them  the  re- 
spect and  admiration  of  the  entire  city. 

We  are,  therefore,  commencing  opera- 
tions to  restore  the  streets  of  San  Francisco 
to  its  citizens,  confident  that  the  Police 
Department  will  afford  full  protection  for 
the  peaceful  use  thereof  by  unarmed  drivers. 


SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA,  1934 


229 


Exhibit  "UU" 

ADVERTISEMENT  OF  INDUSTRIAL   ASSOCIATION 

THE  PORT  IS  OPEN 


Notice  to  the  Public: 

Beginning  yesterday,  July  3,  the  Indus- 
trial Association  of  San  Francisco  is  mov- 
ing goods  to  and  from  the  waterfront. 

We  will  continue  to  do  this  only  until 
such  time  as  our  citizens  are  at  full  liberty 
to  move  their  own  goods  without  interfer- 
ence. The  moment  that  normal  trucking 
operations  are  resumed  through  regular 
channels  we  will  discontinue  this  emergency 
service. 

We  rely  upon  the  full  protection  of  the 
authorities  in  this  peaceful  undertaking.  The 
men  employed  to  move  our  goods  are  un- 
armed. They  ride  the  trucks  alone.  They 
are  instructed  to  provoke  no  disturbance. 

Merchants  desiring  to  avail  themselves  of 
this  service  should  advise  us  promptly. 

Our  action  is  taken  without  prejudice  to 
present  negotiations  for  a  settlement  of  the 
Longshoremen's  Strike  and  other  associated 
difficulties,  still  under  consideration  by  the 
National  Longshoremen's  Board  appointed 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

In  our  desire  that  these  negotiations 
succeed,  and  that  the  strike  be  settled,  we 
have  cooperated  with  all  concerned  to  the 
best  of  our  ability  and  we  shall  continue 


to  do  so. 

Five  times  we  were  asked  to  delay  in 
moving  goods  to  and  from  the  waterfront, 
and  five  times,  in  deference  to  the  authori- 
ties, we  withheld  action. 

These  strike  negotiations  must  no  longer 
be  confused  with  the  right  of  our  citizens 
to  move  goods  to  and  from  the  waterfront. 
The  right  has  been  in  abeyance  for  56  days 
at  an  estimated  loss  of  nearly  one  million 
dollars  a  day,  accompanied  by  rioting,  as- 
saults, arson  and  violence  of  all  sorts. 

This  situation  is  no  longer  tolerable.  The 
San  Francisco  waterfront  is  public  property 
exactly  as  Market  Street  is  public  property, 
and  all  citizens  are  entitled  to  use  it  with- 
out interference  in  the  lawful  conduct  of 
business,  whether  or  not  a  strike  is  in 
progress. 

The  port  of  San  Francisco  is  now  open 
to  the  business  of  San  Francisco. 

INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  OF 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
JOHN   F.   FORBES, 
President. 
ALBERT  E.  BOYNTON, 

Managing  Director. 
Telephone:  DOuglas  7620 


Exhibit  "W" 

STATEMENT  BY  GOVERNOR  MERRIAM  RE  STOPPAGE   OF  BELT  LINE 

RAILWAY 


"This  noon  I  asked  the  Harbor  Board 
to  see  the  leaders  of  the  strike  and  say  that 
the  Governor  of  California  was  very  de- 
sirous of  mediating,  if  possible,  and  settling 
in  some  way  this  difficulty. 

"I  stated  that  I  was  ready  to  go  to  any 
length  to  reach  an  amicable  agreement. 

"Meanwhile  I  insisted  that  the  Belt  Rail- 
road must  operate.  I  requested  permission 
of  the  strike  leaders  for  operation  of  the 
railroad  without  molestation  at  this  time. 

"Arthur  Pidgeon,  superintendent  of  the 
Belt  Line,  was  decided  upon  by  the  Harbor 
Commission  as  the  emissary. 

"He  contacted  Bridges  (Harry  Bridges, 
chairman  of  the  joint  strike  committee), 
who  laid  the  matter  before  the  strike  group. 


"Pidgeon  brought  back  word  that  the 
strikers  would  not  permit  the  freight  to  be 
moved. 

"Pidgeon  was  sent  with  a  request  that 
the  strikers  reconsider. 

"The  strike  leaders  sent  back  word  that 
they  positively  refused  the  reconsideration. 

"The  State  of  California  has  the  power 
and  the  Belt  Railroad  is  going  to  operate. 

"I  will  call  upon  the  National  Guard, 
the  citizens  of  San  Francisco  and  every  cit- 
izen of  the  commonwealth  to  support  the 
government. 

"I  do  not  desire  to,  in  any  way,  grind 
Labor  down  nor  to  favor  Capitalism  and 
those  engaged  in  industrial  pursuits. 

"I  believe  in  arbitration  and  mediation. 
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There  is  some  spot  between  the  warring 
factions  where  there  is  equal  justice.  The 
President's  Commission  has  been  making 
every  effort  to  arrive  at  that  place.  I  have 
made  an  effort  at  all  times  to  cooperate. 

"Having  failed,  I  accept  the  defi  of  the 
strikers.  I  will  make  every  effort  to  operate 
the  Belt  Railroad  and  the  property  of  the 
State. 

"Unless  there  is  some  modification  of 
the  word  received  as  to  the  attitude  of  the 


strikers,  I  shall  call  out  the  National  Guard 
July  5.  I  will  not  undertake  to  send  the 
guardsmen  in  tonight. 

"Adjutant  General  Howard  is  ready. 

"Strikers,  having  refused  to  arbitrate, 
must  take  the  consequences.  I  have  issued 
instructions  to  Commissioner  Meherin  to 
operate  the  road.  I  hope  that  will  not  en- 
danger life,  but  so  far  as  property  of  the 
State  is  concerned,  we  will  proceed  to  oper- 
ate the  railroad." 


Exhibit  "WW" 

PROCLAMATION  ORDERING  NATIONAL  GUARD  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Whereas,  there  exists  in  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco,  State  of  California, 
a  state  of  tumult,  riot  and  other  emergencies, 
or  imminent  danger  thereof,  and  there  are 
present  therein  tumultuous,  riotous  and  un- 
lawful assemblies  with  intent  to  do  violence 
to  persons  and  property  therein,  and  to  re- 
sist the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  and 
the  United  States  of  America;  now,  there- 
fore, I,  Frank  F.  Merriam,  Governor  of  the 
State  of  California,  and  by  virtue  thereof 
commander-in-chief  of  the  militia  of  the 
State  of  California,  do  hereby  call  and  order, 
and  authorize  the  adjutant  general  of  the 
State  of  California  to  forthwith  call  and 
order  into  active  service  such  portion  of 
the  active  militia  of  the  State  of  California 
as  may  be  necessary  to  protect  life  and 
property  and  to  maintain  peace  and  order 
in  said  city  and  county,  and  said  adjutant 
general  is  hereby  authorized  and  ordered 
to  forthwith  take  such  action  or  actions  as 
may  be  necessary  for  the  protection  and 
preservation  of  life  and  property  and  main- 


tenance  of   peace  and   order   in   said   City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

The  adjutant  general  of  the  State  of  Cal- 
ifornia will  provide  all  transportation  and 
services  and  furnish  all  rations  and  other 
supplies  necessary  for  the  proper  perform- 
ance of  the  duties  hereby  authorized  and 
ordered,  and  for  each  and  all  of  said  pur- 
poses I  do  hereby  suspend  all  provisions 
of  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  which 
require  advertisement  for  bids  for  purchases 
of  supplies  or  employment  of  services. 

This  proclamation  to  be  and  continue  in 
force  uninterruptedly  until  revoked  by  me 
as  Governor  of  the  State  of  California. 

Done  under  my  hand  and  the  great  seal 
of  California  at  the  State  Capitol,  Sacra- 
mento, California,  this  5th  day  of  July, 
1934. 

FRANK  F.  MERRIAM, 

Governor. 
Attest: 

FRANK  C.  JORDAN, 
Secretary  of  State. 


Exhibit  "XX" 

LETTER  FROM  MAYOR  ROSSI  TO  INDUSTRIAL  ASSOCIATION  ASKING  THAT 
TRUCKING  OPERATION  BE  DEFERRED 


"As  Mayor  of  San  Francisco,  I  have  ex- 
erted myself  to  the  utmost  in  an  endeavor 
to  bring  about  an  amicable  adjustment  of 
the  unfortunate  differences  now  and  here- 
tofore existing  between  the  employers  and 
the  longshoremen. 

"I  have  attempted  to  have  the  contending 
parties  submit  this  controversy  to  arbitra- 
tion by  representatives  against  whom  no 
criticism  of  any  kind  could  be  made.  Not- 


withstanding all  of  these  efforts  on  my 
part,  apparently  the  contending  parties  are 
at  an  impasse. 

"Yesterday  I  was  notified  by  the  Indus- 
trial Association  that  at  3  p.m.  the  normal 
movement  of  merchandise  from  the  docks 
would  be  resumed.  Shortly  thereafter  I  was 
advised  by  the  President's  committee  that  it 
had  made  a  full  report  to-  Washington  with 
the  request  for  further  instructions,  and 
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that  a  definite  reply  to  said  communication 
was  expected  not  later  than  this  morning. 

"In  view  of  this  situation  and  further  to 
faciltate  the  possible  settlement  of  the  pend- 
ing controversy,  I  requested  that  the  move- 
ment of  merchandise  should  not  be  at- 
tempted until  after  12  o'clock  today,  in 
which  request  the  Industrial  Association 
finally  acquiesced. 

"The  probabilities  are  that  after  noon 
today  the  movement  of  merchandise  from 
the  docks  will  be  resumed.  The  Industrial 
Association  has  made  a  demand  upon  the 
police  department  of  this  city  for  adequate 
police  protection  during  the  operations 
which,  of  course,  is  their  right. 

"The  police  department  of  San  Francisco 
has  not  taken  and  is  not  taking  any  side 
in  this  unfortunate  situation. 

"Its  sworn  duty  is  to  enforce  law  and 
order  and  to  prevent  as  well  as  suppress 
violence  of  any  kind.  This  duty  they  will 
perform  to  the  best  of  their  ability  regard- 
less of  consequences  to  themselves.  It  is 
my  hope  that  law  and  order  will  be  observed 
in  San  Francisco. 

"To  assist  in  such  observance  and  in 
order  to  avoid  congestion  I  am  asking  the 


people  of  San  Francisco  to  absent  themselves 
from  the  vicinity  wherein  the  movement  of 
merchandise  is  to  be  conducted.  As  Mayor 
of  San  Francisco  I  beeseech  those  who  are 
directly  interested  in  the  pending  difficul- 
ties upon  the  waterfront  to  desist  from  law 
violations  in  order  that  interference  by  the 
police  department  will  not  be  required. 

"I  must,  however,  make  a  final  effort  to 
avoid  the  disastrous  effect  of  this  contro- 
versy which  must  follow  as  a  result  of  its 
continuance.  I  therefore  ask  that  both  groups 
acquiesce  in  the  appeal  of  the  longshore- 
men's board,  appointed  by  President  Franklin 
D.  Roosevelt  on  June  26  last,  and  submit 
their  differences  to  that  tribunal. 

"The  board  was  appointed  to  deal  with 
the  present  situation.  Its  three  members  are 
outstanding  figures  of  national  reputation 
for  integrity,  fairness  and  humanism.  They 
are  Most  Rev.  Archbishop  Edward  J.  Hanna, 
Mr.  O.  K.  Gushing  and  Hon.  Edward  F. 
McGrady.  That  pending  the  determination 
by  the  committee  all  employes  return  to 
their  former  positions  upon  the  same  con- 
ditions as  existed  prior  to  the  strike.  From 
the  bottom  of  my  heart  I  hope  that  this 
may  be  accomplished.  It  is  not  too  late. 
"ANGELO  J.  Rossi,  Mayor." 


Exhibit  "YY" 

LETTER  FROM  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS  AGREEING  TO  LIMITED 

ARBITRATION 


WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 

President's  Office 

215  Market  Street — Room  832 

San  Francisco 

July  5,  1934 

National  Longshoremen's  Board 
San  Francisco, 
California. 
Gentlemen: 

Replying  to  your  letter  of  July  2,  1934, 
we  agree  to  submit  to  arbitration  by  your 
Board  the  existing  controversy  between  the 
longshoremen  and  the  undersigned  and  we 
each  agree  to  be  bound  by  your  decision. 

Our  earnest  desire  to  settle  this  contro- 
versy on  fair  and  honorable  terms  has  been 
demonstrated  by  the  agreement  which  we 
have  already  entered  into.  The  last  one, 
executed  on  June  16,  1934,  by  the  Union 
through  its  International  President,  Joseph 
P.  Ryan,  and  the  performance  of  which  was 


guaranteed  by  Mayor  Angelo  J.  Rossi,  Fed- 
eral Mediators,  and  prominent  labor  leaders, 
has  never  been  voted  upon  by  the  men  in 
San  Francisco,  Portland  and  Seattle. 

In  Los  Angeles  where  it  was  voted  upon, 
it  was  accepted  by  the  men. 

The  refusal  of  the  present  leaders  to 
permit  the  real  longshoremen  to  act  upon 
the  agreement  of  June  16th  has  forced  the 
conclusion  that  those  leaders  now  in  seem- 
ing control  of  the  strike  are  not  actuated 
by  any  desire  to  end  the  strike,  but  solely 
by  the  desire  to  promote  class  hatreds,  dis- 
order and  bloodshed. 

As  the  arbitration  should  be  promptly 
concluded  the  return  of  the  men  to  work 
should  take  place  after  the  arbitration 
award. 

The  submission  to  arbitration  is  of  course 
upon  our  understanding  that  as  no  agree- 
ment or  award  discriminating  against  a 
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man  because  of  membership  or  non-mem- 
bership in  a  labor  union,  or  imposing  the 
closed  shop  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
can  be  made,  such  issues  are  not  included 
by  you  in  your  request  for  the  submission 
to  arbitration,  and  our  acceptance  of  your 
request  is  upon  this  understanding. 

Promptly  upon  notice  from  you,  we  are 
prepared   to  confer  with  you  on  the  lan- 


guage of  a  formal  submission  and  there- 
after to  submit  for  your  consideration  the 
facts  which  are  pertinent  to  the  issues  sub- 
mitted by  you. 

Very  truly  yours 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 
OF  SAN  FRANCISCO, 
By  T.  G.  PLANT. 


Exhibit  "ZZ" 

ADVERTISEMENT  BY  WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION 


THE   HIRING   HALL 


In  1933  the  average  number  of  long- 
shoremen employed  at  San  Francisco  was 
1300. 

The  largest  number  employed  on  any 
one  day  was  2,500. 

The  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation now  claims  a  membership  of  over 
4,000  at  San  Francisco.  Many  of  these  are 
newcomers  to  San  Francisco,  or  to  this 
calling. 

Of  the  average  of  1,300  men  employed, 
about  900  had  practically  steady  employ- 
ment with  four  or  five  companies.  The  bal- 
ance were  employed  in  accordance  with  the 
demands  of  the  ships. 

It  is  a  convenience  to  the  men  and  the 
ships  to  have  a  central  hiring  hall  where 
men  can  obtain  work  and  ships  obtain  men. 
Such  a  place  is  called  a  hiring  hall.  The 
June  16th  agreement  signed  by  International 
Longshoremen's  President  Ryan  provided 
for  such  a  hiring  hall,  to  be  jointly  oper- 
ated and  managed  by  the  men  and  the  em- 
ployers, through  the  agency  of  a  Labor  Re- 
lations Committee  composed  of  an  equal 
number  of  representatives  selected  by  the 
men  and  employers. 

The  June  16th  agreement  provided  that 
all  longshoremen  working  prior  to  De- 
cember 31,  1933,  would  be  registered.  The 
employers  agreed  to  hire  only  those  men 
whose  names  appeared  on  the  Registration 
List.  Within  the  limitations  of  the  list  the 
employer  was  free  to  select  his  employees 
and  the  employee  could  select  his  job. 

To  spread  work,  the  employers  agreed  in 
the  June  16th  agreement  that  the  Labor 
Relations  Committee  could  establish  maxi- 


mum   hours    to    be   worked   in   any   given 
period. 

The  strike  committee  of  the  Longshore- 
men denounces  the  agreement  and  demands 
that  the  union  alone  control  the  hiring  hall, 
and  that  all  men  be  dispatched  by  a  union 
dispatcher. 

This  would  not  only  mean  a  closed  union 
shop,  under  which  no  man  who  was  not 
a  member  of  the  union  could  get  a  job,  and 
which  is  contrary  to  the  National  Recovery 
Act,  but  it  would  place  the  union  in  com- 
plete control.  The  employer  would  no 
longer  be  able  to  select  his  employees,  but 
the  union  could  dictate  whom  he  must  em- 
ploy, and  the  man  would  no  longer  be 
able  to  decide  for  himself  where  he  wanted 
to  work.  The  old  time  longshoreman  would 
no  longer  work  steadily  for  a  single  em- 
ployer, but  would  be  subject  to  rotation  out 
of  his  job,  so  that  4,000  men,  many  of 
whom  are  not  real  longshoremen,  might 
share  the  work  which  requires  on  the  aver- 
age but  1,300  men. 

The  longshore  situation  is  very  largely 
an  unemployment  situation.  It  cannot  be 
solved  by  requiring  the  steadily  employed 
men  to  rotate  their  jobs  with  newcomers  to 
San  Francisco  who  never  worked  on  the 
waterfront  before. 

A  jointly  operated  hiring  hall  as  pro- 
vided in  the  June  16th  agreement  is  fair 
and  gives  all  that  any  fairminded  longshore- 
man can  reasonably  ask.  We  are  willing  to 
have  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
supervise  its  operations  to  insure  that  it  is 
fairly  operated. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION, 
By  T.  G.  PLANT,  President. 
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Exhibit  "AAA" 

ADVERTISEMENT  BY  WATERFRONT   EMPLOYERS'    UNION 


WAGES  AND  HOURS 


The  longshoremen's  strike  ostensibly 
commenced  because  of  a  demand  for  higher 
wages. 

On  December  10,  1933,  the  employers 
voluntarily  increased  wages  10^  an  hour, 
bringing  the  wages  to  85<*  an  hour  regular 
time  and  $1.25  an  hour  overtime.  These 
are  the  equal  of  the  highest  wages  paid 
anywhere  in  the  United  States.  Supple- 
mental wages  make  this  the  highest  paid 
port  in  the  country. 

Overtime  includes  any  work  performed 
any  time  except  between  8:00  a.m.  and  5:00 
p.m.,  no  matter  when  the  man  comes  to 
work,  and  also  work  on  Sundays  and  holi- 
days. A  man  who  commences  at  5:00  p.m. 
gets  $1.25  per  hour  from  the  start.  Because 
of  the  high  rate  for  overtime,  the  men  were 
anxious  to  work  overtime.  Any  man  who 
has  worked  long  hours  has  not  done  so 
because  the  employers  wanted  him  to,  but 
because  he  was  anxious  to  obtain  the  high 
overtime  wages. 


However,  this  practice  would  be  pre- 
vented under  the  June  16  Agreement,  for 
under  its  terms  the  employers  agreed  that 
no  man  should  be  allowed  to  work  longer, 
in  any  given  period,  than  the  maximum 
number  of  hours  fixed  by  the  Labor  Rela- 
tions Committee,  composed  of  an  equal 
number  of  employees  and  employers.  Thus, 
when  a  man  had  worked  the  maximum 
number  of  hours,  another  man  would  be 
selected  to  take  his  place. 

Even  though  the  employers  feel  that  the 
wage  increase  made  early  in  December  of 
last  year  was  fair  and  satisfactory  and  all 
that  could  be  reasonably  asked,  they  agreed 
in  the  June  16  Agreement  to  arbitrate  the 
question  of  wages  and  they  have  further 
agreed  that  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board  may  act  as  the  arbitrator. 

WATERFRONT  EMPLOYERS'  UNION, 
By  T.  G.  PLANT,  President. 
July  12,  1934. 


Exhibit  "BBB" 

LETTER  FROM   LEWIS  AGREEING  TO   SUBMIT  ARBITRATION  TO 

REFERENDUM 


Your  board  yesterday  appealed  to  the 
representatives  of  the  longshoremen  to  sub- 
mit all  issues  in  dispute  to  your  board  for 
arbitration  and  adjudication. 

We  certainly  appreciate  our  responsibility 
in  not  personally  answering  such  a  request, 
but  under  the  constitution  of  the  Pacific 
Coast  District  it  is  impossible  for  any  rep- 
resentative to  answer  a  question  whose 
scope  is  beyond  his  delegated  authority. 

In  order  to  prove  conclusively  to  all  con- 
cerned that  the  final  responsibility  rests  en- 
tirely with  our  members,  we  will  conduct 
referendum  of  our  entire  membership  on 
the  following  questions: 

"Are  you  willing  to   submit  all  of  the 


issues  in  dispute  between  the  I.L.A.  and 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  to  the  Na- 
tional Longshoremen's  Board  for  arbitration 
and  agree  to  be  bound  by  its  decision?" 

And  in  order  to  further  demonstrate  the 
fair  conduct  of  the  voting,  we  are  willing 
to  have  the  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
appoint  an  impartial  observer  to  supervise 
the  voting;  this  referendum  to  be  held 
simultaneously  in  all  ports  upon  a  date 
designated  by  your  board. 

Very  truly  yours, 

(Signed)  WILLIAM  J.  LEWIS,  President 
Pacific  Coast  District  International 
Longshoremen's  Association. 
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Exhibit  "CCC" 

STATEMENT  BY  PETERSON   RE  REFERENDUM 


The  requested  referendum  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association  will 
cover  only  one  point  which  has  not  here- 
tofore been  accepted  by  the  members, 
namely,  whether  the  members  are  willing 
to  arbitrate  the  question  of  the  hiring  halls. 

The  I.L.A.  has  heretofore  consented  to 
arbitrate  the  questions  of  wages,  hours  and 
conditions  of  work. 

If  the  request  for  arbitration  is  rejected, 
it  will  only  be  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
members  will  not  consent  to  arbitration  of 
the  hiring  halls,  for  the  members  naturally 
feel  that  the  strength  of  the  union  is  en- 
tirely dependent  upon  the  control  of  the 
hiring  hall. 


Before  a  vote  for  the  longshoremen  is 
begun,  several  details  still  must  be  settled. 
Among  them,  the  most  important  is  the 
question  of  arbitration  of  the  difficulties  of 
the  seamen.  The  employers  have  consented 
to  collective  bargaining,  but  in  the  event 
such  bargaining  reaches  an  impasse,  no- 
further  method  of  settling  their  difficulties 
has  as  yet  been  provided. 

The  longshoremen  will  take  no  vote  until 
assurance  has  been  received  from  the  em- 
ployers that  they  will  consent  to  arbitra- 
tion of  difficulties  with  the  maritime  groups 
now  on  strike. 

A.  H.  PETERSON, 

District  Secretary. 


Exhibit  "DDD" 

ADVERTISEMENT    OF    PETROLEUM    EMERGENCY    COMMITTEE 


GASOLINE  DELIVERIES   INTERRUPTED 


It  is  the  duty  of  the  oil  industry  to  in- 
form the  public  that  under  existing  condi- 
tions in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region  the 
industry  finds  it  impossible  to  conduct  its 
business  in  a  normal  manner.  Hence,  for  the 
time  being,  general  deliveries  of  gasoline 
and  other  petroleum  products  to  retail  out- 
lets and  to  business  establishments  have 
ceased.  Arrangements  are  being  made  for 
deliveries  to  essential  establishments  such 
as  hospitals,  police  departments,  fire  de- 
partments, et  cetera. 

Shortage  of  gasoline  at  retail  sales  points 
will  not  be  due  to  any  lack  of  supplies  at 
storage  points  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
region,  but  solely  to  the  difficulties  which 
have  been  created  concerning  deliveries.  The 
oil  companies  are  not  willing  to  ask  their 
truck  drivers  to  take  the  physical  risks  in- 
volved, nor  to  take  responsibility  for  the 
tragic  consequences  to  citizens  and  property 
which  may  so  easily  come  from  attacks  upon 
trucks  carrying  gasoline. 

The  Petroleum  Emergency  Committee, 
representing  the  undersigned  oil  companies, 
has  been  created  to  work  as  a  unit  to  meet 


the  situation  as  effectively  as  possible  under 
the  circumstances. 

The  present  condition  is  one  for  which 
the  oil  industry  is  in  no  way  responsible. 
The  original  strike  was  not  directed  against 
the  oil  companies,  nor  is  their  present  in- 
ability to  supply  the  public  with  its  re- 
quirements of  gasoline  in  a  normal  manner 
due  to  differences  with  employes  involved 
in  making  deliveries. 

PETROLEUM  EMERGENCY  COMMITTEE 

Associated  Oil  Company 

Standard  Oil  Company  of  California 

Shell  Oil  Company 

General  Petroleum  Corporation 
of   California 

The  Texas  Company  (California) 

Union  Oil  Company  of  California 

Richfield  Oil  Company 

Gilmore  Oil  Company 

Signal  Oil  Company 

Hancock  Oil  Co.  of  California 

Mohawk  Petroleum  Corporation 

Rocket  Oil  Company 

Seaside  Oil  Company 

MacMillan  Oil  Company 

Western  Oil  &  Refining  Company 
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Exhibit  "EEE" 

STATEMENT   ISSUED    BY   NATIONAL    LONGSHOREMEN'S    BOARD 


"The  members  of  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board,  since  their  appointment 
on  June  26,  have  given  their  undivided 
attention  to  the  problems  confronting 
them. 

"In  the  longshoremen's  strike  the  em- 
ployers have  submitted  to  arbitration  by 
this  Board  the  issues  in  dispute  and  agree 
to  be  bound  by  the  decision  of  the  Board. 

"The  longshoremen  have  agreed  to  con- 
duct referendum  of  their  entire  membership 
on  the  question:  'Are  you  willing  to  sub- 
mit all  of  the  issues  in  dispute  between 
the  I.  L.  A.  and  the  Waterfront  Employ- 
ers' Union  to  the  National  Longshoremen's 
Board  for  arbitration  and  agree  to  be 
bound  by  its  decision?"  But  the  long- 
shoremen have  made  a  condition  of  such 
vote  that  it  shall  not  be  effective  unless 
the  maritime  unions  can  contemporaneously 
come  to  an  understanding  with  the  steam- 
ship companies  for  the  submission  of  the 
controversies  to  this  Board  for  decision. 

"The  longshoremen's  controversy  involves 
companies  which  do  not  employ  seafaring 
men  and  the  maritime  unions'  controversy 
involves  companies  which  do  not  employ 
longshoremen.  The  longshoremen's  industry 
is  a  land  industry.  The  maritime  unions' 
industries  are  seafaring  industries. 

"The  Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  rep- 
resenting the  employers  of  longshoremen, 
have  recognized  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  for  the  purpose  of 
collective  bargaining. 

"The  maritime  unions  have  not  been 
recognized  by  the  employers  of  the  seafar- 
ing men  for  the  purpose  of  collective  bar- 
gaining because  the  employers  claim  that 
up  to  this  time  they  do  not  know  who  is 
authorized  to  represent  their  employes  for 
the  purpose  of  collective  bargaining. 

"The  maritime  unions  have  presented,  at 
the  public  hearings,  statements  of  their 
grievances  which  on  their  face  appear  to  be 
genuine  and  serious.  They  are  not  admitted 
by  the  employers.  This  Board  has  power 
to  hear  the  grievances  and,  with  consent  of 
the  parties,  to  arbitrate  them.  This  Board 
has  power  to  conduct  elections  of  the  em- 
ployes of  any  employers  to  determine  by 
what  person,  or  persons,  or  organizations 
they  desire  to  be  represented  in  order  to 


insure  the  right  of  employes  to  organize 
and  select  their  representatives  for  the 
purpose  of  collective  bargaining.  The  Board 
has  taken  preliminary  steps  to  conduct  such 
elections.  Because  the  industry  involves 
men  moving  about  on  ships  at  sea  the  com- 
pletion of  these  elections  will  necessarily 
take  time. 

"In  the  meantime  the  Board  will,  at  the 
earliest  possible  date,  conduct  elections  of 
the  seamen  now  on  shore  so  that  before 
they  go  to  sea  they  may  express  themselves 
as  to  the  person  or  persons  or  organiza- 
tions they  desire  to  represent  them  in  col- 
lective bargaining.  The  men  ashore  will,  so 
far  as  reasonable,  be  allocated  to  the  em- 
ployers that  they  last  served  in  order  to 
give  the  widest  possible  scope  for  their 
representation  in  collective  bargaining. 

"The  maritime  unions  have  agreed  to 
submit  to  their  memberships,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  a  referendum  vote,  the  question 
whether  they  will  agree  to  place  the  en- 
tire questions  at  issue  in  the  Board's  hands 
for  arbitration,  but  they  have  made  the 
answer  conditional  upon  acceptance  by  the 
other  unions  on  strike. 

"Forty- two  steamship  companies  have 
agreed  to  meet  with  representatives  of 
their  seafaring  employes  for  the  purpose 
of  collective  bargaining,  such  representa- 
tives to  be  selected  in  election  held  in  such 
manner  as  this  Board  shall  determine,  but 
they  are  unwilling  to  agree  in  advance  to 
submit  to  arbitration  possible  disputes  on 
unknown  demands  from  unknown  repre- 
sentatives. They  state  that  the  action  of 
the  waterfront  employers  in  submitting 
their  controversy  with  the  longshoremen  to 
arbitration  should  be  an  earnest  of  the 
fair  attitude  of  the  steamship  companies  in 
this  regard. 

"The  parties  on  both  sides  are  con- 
fronted with  difficulties.  The  unions  are 
convinced  that  they  can  gain  more  by  stand- 
ing together  than  by  acting  separately.  The 
steamship  companies  are  unwilling  to  agree, 
in  advance  of  the  selection  of  representa- 
tives of  the  unions,  to  arbitration  on  mat- 
ters in  controversy,  the  extent  of  which, 
until  the  representatives  are  selected,  they 
cannot  know. 

"The  unions  answer  that  the  steamship 
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companies  know  the  nature  of  their  de- 
mands, which  were  disclosed  at  the  public 
hearings.  But  no  one  can  say  until  elec- 
tions of  representatives  are  held,  who  will 
represent  the  employes  of  any  employer 
and  the  nature  of  the  seafaring  industry 
is  such  that  these  elections  cannot  be  com- 
pleted without  delay. 

"The  unions  cannot  be  compelled  to  deal 
independently  of  one  another.  The  steam- 
ship companies  cannot  be  compelled  to 
agree  to  arbitrate. 

"The  steamship  companies  can  help  if 
they  could  agree  now  on  a  basis  of  arbi- 
tration, should  collective  bargaining  with 
the  duly  elected  representatives  of  their 
employes  fail.  The  unions  can  help  if 
they  could  agree  that  the  longshoremen's 
strike  be  submitted  to  arbitration. 

"The  strike  has  reached  such  dimensions 
that  the  public  interest  is  paramount  to 
everything  else. 


"It  is  the  policy  of  the  United  States 
declared  in  the  National  Industrial  Re- 
covery Act  'to  induce  and  maintain  united 
action  of  labor  and  management',  and  'to 
remove  obstructions  to  the  free  flow  of 
interstate  and  foreign  commerce.  *  *  *' 
United  action  of  labor  and  management  is 
now  lacking  and  the  free  flow  of  inter- 
state and  foreign  commerce  is  obstructed. 

"This  condition  can  be  remedied  only 
by  the  intelligent  cooperation  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  dispute. 

"Unless  the  dispute  can  be  brought  to 
a  speedy  termination,  it  will  become  our 
duty  to  make  an  independent  investiga- 
tion, and  to  make  a  formal  report  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  through 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  of  the  findings  and 
the  recommendations  of  this  Board  and  in 
making  such  recommendations  it  will  be 
our  duty  to  place  the  responsibility  where 
we  think  it  belongs". 


Exhibit  "FFF» 

RADIO  ADDRESS  BY  MAYOR  ROSSI 


"My  fellow  citizens: 

"In  saying  to  you  that  all  of  us  tonight 
face  a  situation  of  great  seriousness  and 
difficulty,  I  wish  also  to  remind  you  that 
San  Francisco  before  now  has  come  trium- 
phantly through  great  disasters,  and  it  is 
my  sincere  belief  we  will  emerge  from  the 
present  calamity  at  no  distant  date. 

"The  precise  situation  to  which  I  will 
ask  your  careful  attention  is  this: 

"The  locals  of  64  unions  of  organized 
labor  have  voted  to  strike;  some  of  them 
are  already  on  strike,  the  others  will  be 
on  strike  not  later  than  Monday  at  8  a.  m. 
In  addition,  all  other  locals  have  been 
asked  to  take  a  strike  vote  immediately. 

"In  addition  to  the  unions  at  this 
moment  on  strike,  I  may  advise  you  that 
the  Market  Street  Railway  System  will 
cease  operations  because  of  strike  vote  of 
its  men  at  2  a.  m.  tomorrow,  Sunday 
morning.  Employes  of  the  Municipal  Rail- 
way System  are  taking  their  strike  vote 
tonight.  We  have,  therefore,  to  face  in 
this  community  and  at  this  time,  what  is  in 
effect  a  general  strike  involving  directly 
the  welfare  of  every  man,  woman  and 
child. 

"In  common  with  many  of  our  citizens, 
including  many  representatives  of  organ- 


ized labor  who  are  known  and  respected 
in  this  community,  I  have  used  all  my  ef- 
forts as  Mayor  of  the  city  to  avert  this 
calamity.  The  unions  in  this  sympathetic 
strike  have  no  grievances.  Many  of  them 
have  existing  contracts  with  their  employ- 
ers which  a  general  strike  will  violate. 
Their  membership  has  had  a  fine  and  en- 
viable record  for  years  as  orderly,  law 
abiding,  self-respecting  citizens  of  which 
this  community  is  rightfully  proud,  and 
of  which  I  am  justly  proud — and  to  these 
men  and  to  all  members  of  organized 
labor  who  are  listening  to  me  tonight,  and 
to  this  whole  community,  which  is  known 
for  its  friendly  attitude  toward  organized 
labor,  I  wish  to  say  that  the  labor  move- 
ment as  such  is  not  threatened,  and  has 
not  been  threatened  during  the  past 
months. 

"The  present  crisis  is  a  situation  new  to 
all  of  us.  It  is  one  which  must  be  met 
and  solved  by  the  united  efforts  of  all 
good  citizens  and  to  all  of  you  I  appeal 
to  unite  in  supporting  every  legitimate 
effort  that  is  being  made  for  the  solution 
of  our  difficulties. 

"In  saying  to  you  that  the  present 
wholly  unreasonable  and  unjustifiable  sit- 
uation has  been  brought  about  largely 
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through  the  efforts  of  those  whey  seek  to 
prolong  our  troubles  rather  than  to  end 
them,  I  wish  to  remind  you  that  on  June 
16  in  my  office,  there  was  signed  an  agree- 
ment between  the  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union,  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association,  on  the 
other,  which  provided  a  just  and  reason- 
able settlement  of  the  longshoremen's 
strike. 

"This  agreement  was  signed  by  respon- 
sible officers  on  both  sides.  I,  myself,  as 
Mayor  of  San  Francisco,  together  with  a 
number  of  responsible  and  well  known 
heads  of  labor  organizations  in  this  town, 
also  signed  that  agreement  as  sponsors  for 
its  faithful  performance  by  the  Interna- 
tional Longshoremen's  Association  and  I 
am  bound  to  say  to  you  that  in  my  opinion 
this  agreement  failed  not  because  of  any 
lack  of  honesty  or  fairness  among  the 
great  majority  of  the  legitimate  members 
of  the  Longshoremen's  Association,  but 
because  of  threats  and  intimidation  by  a 
small  group  which  had  seized  control  of 
that  organization  and  which  was  against 
peace. 

"This  and  all  other  efforts  having  failed, 
I  now  face,  as  Mayor  of  this  city,  the  du- 
ties imposed  upon  me  under  the  charter, 
and  by  my  oath  of  office,  and  it  is  my 
duty  as  I  see  it  to  tell  you,  my  fellow 
citizens,  what  these  duties  are  and  to  as- 
sure you  of  my  full  intention  to  discharge 
them  to  the  utmost. 

"The  first  of  these  duties  in  point  of 
importance  is  that  law  and  order  shall 
prevail.  The  charter  of  the  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco  says  as  to  this,  'In  case 
of  a  public  emergency  involving  or  threat- 
ening the  lives,  property  or  welfare  of  the 
citizens,  or  the  property  of  the  city  and 
county,  the  Mayor  shall  have  the  power, 
and  it  shall  be  his  duty,  to  summon,  or- 
ganize and  direct  the  forces  of  any  depart- 
ment in  the  city  and  county  in  any  needed 
service;  to  summon,  marshal,  deputize  or 
otherwise  employ  other  persons,  or  to  do 
whatever  else  he  may  deem  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  meeting  the  emergency. 
The  Mayor  may  make  such  studies  and 
surveys  as  he  may  deem  advisable  in 
anticipation  of  any  such  emergency.' 

"It  is  my  determination  to  carry  out  the 
powers  and  duties  assigned  to  me  under 
this  portion  of  the  charter,  and  to  that  end 
I  shall  take  such  steps  as  I  find  necessary 


to  maintain  peace  and  protect  property  in 
this  city  and  to  draw  upon  the  great  re- 
sources that  are  at  my  command  to  what- 
ever extent  may  be  required. 

"I  wish  no  mistake  upon  this  point. 
Every  citizen  and  every  person  within  the 
confines  of  San  Francisco  City  and  County 
tonight  should  know  at  this  time  what  my 
purpose  is  and  should  be  governed  ac- 
cordingly. We  are  going  to  enforce  order 
and  we  are  going  to  protect  and  safeguard 
life  and  property. 

"The  second  of  my  responsibilities  is 
to  see  that  those  desiring  to  furnish  the 
men,  women  and  children  of  San  Fran- 
cisco with  the  necessities  of  life  should  be 
permitted  to  do  so  without  hindrance.  The 
necessities  of  life  are  food,  clothing  and 
shelter.  They  also  include  the  right  of  our 
citizens  to  live  decently  and  in  their  ac- 
customed manner  and  with  their  accus- 
tomed comforts  and  to  move  about  as  they 
please  in  their  lawful  pursuits  without  fear 
or  hindrance.  It  is  intolerable  that  any  dis- 
pute, whatever  its  origin,  should  be  per- 
mitted to  abridge  these  rights,  and  to  the 
fullest  extent  of  my  power  as  Mayor  I 
shall  restore  and  maintain  them. 

"The  third  obligation  is  that  the  mu- 
nicipal government  shall  continue  to  func- 
tion. This  is  self-evident  and  in  carrying 
out  this  obligation  as  in  all  others,  I  ask 
the  support  of  all  of  our  citizens  to  the 
fullest  degree. 

"The  fourth  obligation,  not  specifically 
stated  in  the  charter,  but  imposed  upon  me 
because  of  the  fact  that  you  have  chosen 
me  to  be  your  chief  executive,  is  to  assist 
and  work  with  you  in  every  way  in  the 
solution  of  this  crisis  and  this  also  I  shall 
do.  I  wish  to  say  by  way  of  reassurance 
that  much  has  been  done  during  the  cur- 
rent week  in  anticipation  of  the  situation 
which  has  now  become  a  reality. 

"Various  groups  of  our  citizens  through- 
out the  week  have  devoted  themselves  to 
devising  methods  and  procedures  which 
now  will  be  put  into  operation  for  the 
service  of  the  community  and  other  neces- 
sary methods  will  be  devised  to  meet  the 
situation  as  it  develops. 

"This  emergency  is  one  which  in  its 
nature  requires  two  elements  for  its  solu- 
tion. One  is  the  cooperation,  good  will  and 
determination  of  all  citizens,  the  other  is 
the  element  of  time  that  is  required  for 
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the  working  out  of  this  most  serious 
problem. 

"I  cannot  say  to  you  tonight  that  nor- 
mal conditions  will  be  restored  on  any 
given  day.  I  can  and  do  counsel  all  of  our 
citizens  to  be  circumspect  in  their  conduct, 
to  be  coal,  to  refrain  from  actions  tending 
of  themselves  to  a  disturbance  of  the  peace, 
to  avoid  altercations  and  to  go  about  their 
businesses  in  a  normal  manner,  in  so  far 
as  they  are  able  to  do  so. 

"Beyond  this,  I  say  that  the  present  in- 
tolerable condition  must  not  be  allowed  to 
continue  in  this  community.  I  say  that  a 


way  out  must  be  found.  As  in  the  past  I 
have  used  all  of  my  powers  to  avert  this 
situation,  so  tonight  I  stand  ready  to  co- 
operate in  every  way  with  those  who  seek 
peace. 

"Equally  I  am  determined  that  as  to  those 
in  this  city  who-  willfully  seek  to  prolong 
strife,  either  for  their  own  selfish  ends  or 
for  the  disturbance  or  overthrow  of  this 
government,  and  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States — all  of  the  forces  at  my  com- 
mand, all  others  that  may  be  required  will 
be  brought  to  bear  to  prevent  their  carrying 
out  their  plans." 


Exhibit  "GGG" 

TELEGRAM  FROM  MR.   LAPHAM  TO  SECRETARY  PERKINS 


July  16,  1934 
Honorable  Frances  Perkins 
Secretary  of  Labor 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Yesterday  you  asked  that  I  communicate 
to  you  such  suggestions  as  I  might  have 
as  to  steps  that  might  be  taken  to  relieve 
the  critical  situation  in  San  Francisco.  The 
general  strike  commenced  at  eight  o'clock 
this  morning  and  the  city  is  entirely  with- 
out street  car  and  taxi  transportation  and 
all  of  the  restaurants  are  closed  except  a 
few  which  are  being  run  for  the  purpose 
of  feeding  members  of  the  unions.  From  my 
knowledge  of  the  situation  I  believe  that 
the  following  steps  will  do  much  to  solve 
the  existing  difficulty,  particularly  if  prompt 
action  is  taken. 

First:  Under  Title  8,  Section  137  of  the 
United  States  Code  it  is  provided  that  upon 
warrant  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  any  alien 
who  at  the  time  of  entry  or  who  there- 
after becomes  a  member  of  any  of  the  class 
of  aliens  mentioned  in  the  section  shall  be 
deported.  Among  the  aliens  mentioned  in 
the  section  are  those  who  are  affiliated  with 
or  who  participate  in  the  activities  of  or- 
ganizations that  believe  in  or  advocate  or 
advise  the  overthrow  of  the  Government. 
As  I  have  previously  told  you,  and  as  can 
be  verified  from  the  Commanding  General 
of  the  Ninth  Corps  Area  CT  any  person 
familiar  with  the  situation  the  present  move- 
ment is  largely  led  and  directed  by  the 
Communist  Party  and  its  members,  most 
of  whom  are  aliens.  The  names  of  such  per- 
sons are  known  to  the  local  Police  Depart- 
ment and  I  suggest  you  exercise  the  power 


conferred  upon  you  by  the  Section  above 
mentioned  to  cause  the  arrest  of  such  per- 
sons and  their  deportation.  This  prompt 
action  will  do  more  than  any  other  thing  to 
clear  up  this  present  situation  and  purge 
the  ranks  of  the  strikers  of  undesirable  ele- 
ments who  are  largely  responsible  for  this 
situation. 

Second:  I  suggest  that  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  the  United  States  direct  the  United 
States  Attorney  at  San  Francisco  to  exercise 
the  powers  set  forth  in  the  Sherman  and 
Clayton  Acts  Title  15,  Sections  1  to  7  of 
the  United  States  Code.  The  general  strike 
which  includes  longshoremen,  maritime 
workers,  teamsters,  taxicab  drivers  and 
others  engaged  directly  in  trade  and  com- 
merce between  states  and  foreign  countries 
have  openly  conspired  to  restrain  such  trade 
and  commerce.  Not  only  does  this  consti- 
tute a  crime  under  the  federal  law  punish- 
able by  fine  and  imprisonment  but  it  is  the 
statutory  duty  of  the  United  States  attor- 
neys and  under  the  direction  of  the  Attor- 
ney General  to  cause  proceedings  in  equity 
to  be  instituted  to  prevent  and  restrain  such 
violations.  Such  an  equity  suit  would  put 
an  immediate  end  to  the  threats,  intimida- 
tions and  violence  being  resorted  to  to  pre- 
vent the  transportation  of  goods  and  pass- 
engers in  interstate  and  foreign  commerce. 

Third:  I  suggest  that  a  Shipping  Code 
incorporating  the  labor  provisions  of  the 
Shipping  Code  which  was  recently  presented 
to  the  President  for  approval  be  at  once 
announced.  Such  a  Code  provides  methods 
for  collective  bargaining  and  for  the  settle- 
ment of  disputes  and  also-  contains  mini- 
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mum  wage  provisions  which  I  believe 
would  immediately  furnish  the  basis  for 
the  maritime  unions  returning  to  work. 

Fourth:  I  suggest  that  the  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board  proceed  to  hold  elections 
to  be  participated  in  by  legitimate  long- 
shoremen in  which  a  vote  would  be  taken 
on  the  question  of  arbitrating  the  longshore- 
men's dispute  and  that  the  Board  thereupon 
proceed  at  once  with  the  arbitration  of  such 
dispute.  At  the  same  time  the  Board  should 
proceed  to  determine  who  the  employees 
of  the  shipping  companies  desire  to-  repre- 
sent them  for  the  purpose  of  collective 
bargaining.  If  the  striking  longshoremen 
refuse  to  put  the  question  of  arbitration 
to  a  vote  then  I  suggest  that  the  National 
Longshoremen's  Board  proceed  immediately 
to  make  findings  of  fact  with  respect  to  the 


merits  of  the  controversy  and  particularly 
as  to  whether  the  agreement  dated  June 
16th,  entered  into  by  Joseph  Ryan,  Interna- 
tional President  of  the  Longshoremen's 
Union  and  guaranteed  by  the  Mayor  of 
San  Francisco  and  prominent  Labor  Leaders 
does  not  constitute  a  just  and  fair  settle- 
ment of  the  strike.  I  believe  that  the  people 
of  this  community  and  the  responsible  ele- 
ment in  the  unions  are  looking  to  Wash- 
ington for  leadership  and  I  believe  that 
prompt  affirmative  action  along  the  lines 
which  I  am  suggesting  in  response  to  your 
invitation  will  have  an  immediate  and  highly 
beneficial  effect. 

R.  D.  LAPHAM, 

President,  American  Hawaiian 
Steamship  Co. 


Exhibit  "HHH" 

PROCLAMATION    BY    MAYOR   ROSSI 


1.  The    people    of    this    community    are 
hereby  assured  of  food  and  protection  under 
whatever  measures  are  necessary  to  accom- 
plish this  purpose. 

2.  As    Mayor    of    San    Francisco,    I    do 
hereby  declare  that  the  existing  emergency, 
as  proclaimed  by  me  on  Saturday,  July  14, 
1934,  requires  and  necessitates  the  enlarge- 
ment of  the  existing  functions,  operations 
and  personnel  of  the  City  and  County  Gov- 
ernment which  under  my  oath  of  office  and 
in  conformity  with  my  previous  public  an- 
nouncements I  have  undertaken  to  maintain, 
including  the  maintenance  of  law  and  order 
and  the  supplying  of  the  necessities  of  life. 

3.  For  these  purposes  and  to  maintain  and 
uphold   the   government   of  this   City  and 
County  and  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
as  I  am  sworn  to  do,  I  do  now  and  hereby 
call   upon   the  loyal  citizens  of  this   com- 
munity to  cooperate  fully  with  the  military, 
police  and  civil  authorities  in  the  discharge 
of   their   duties   and   to   express    freely   in 
their  normal  and  daily  communications  with 
one  another  their  sentiments  and  support 
of  these  constituted  authorities.   I    further 


request  from  those  who  are  so  minded  that 
they  advise  me  of  such  specific  forms  of 
co-operation  and  aid  as  they  may  feel  able 
to  extend  under  my  direction. 

4.  I  do  hereby  extend  publicly  my  thanks 
to    the   great    number   of   citizens    of    San 
Francisco  and  the  Nation  who  have,  within 
the   last   twenty-four   hours,    or   previously 
voluntarily  announced  their  support  of  the 
policies  which   I  as  Mayor   have  publicly 
announced  and  to  those  other  thousands  of 
our   citizens   whose   assurances   of  support 
have  been  conveyed  to  me  in  various  ways. 

5.  The  present  issue  being  clearly  defined 
I  ask  support  only  from  those  completely 
committed  in  their  hearts  to  the  American 
form  of  government,  it  being  my  intention 
that  those  who  seek  the  destruction  of  this 
government  shall   find  no  comfort  in   this 
community. 

6.  It  is  my  intention  to  organize  imme- 
diately such  committee  or  committees  as  I 
deem  necessary  for  the  above  stated  purposes. 

ANGELO  J.  Rossi, 
Mayor,   City  and  County  of 
of  San  Francisco. 
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Exhibit  "JJJ" 

STATEMENT  BY  CHAIRMAN  McAULIFFE  OF  CITIZENS'  COMMITTEE 


"In  a  proclamation  issued  under  authority 
of  the  charter  and  declaring  that  an  emer- 
gency exists  in  San  Francisco,  Angelo  J. 
Rossi,  Mayor  of  San  Francisco  said:  The 
people  of  this  community  are  hereby  as- 
sured of  food  and  protection  under  what- 
ever measures  are  necessary  to  accomplish 
this  purpose.' 

"In  accordance  with  that  declaration,  the 
Mayor  has  appointed  me  chairman  of  a  cit- 
izens' committee,  and  I  have  enlisted  the 
cooperation  of  the  citizens  whose  names  are 
appended  hereto,  to  act  as  an  executive 
committee,  the  general  committee  being  still 
in  process  of  formation. 

"It  is  the  function  of  the  citizens'  com- 
mittee, first  of  all,  to  safeguard  the  orderly 
life  as  well  as  the  health  of  the  people  of 
San  Francisco  by  providing  for  the  proper 
distribution  of  food-stuffs. 

"Closely  involved  in  this  function  is  the 
necessity  of  restoring  all  the  usual  means 


of  transportation  for  persons  and  goods, 
with  all  that  is  hereby  implied,  notably 
adequate  supplies  of  gasoline. 

"The  business  of  the  city  must  go  on. 
Health  must  not  be  endangered.  It  is  be- 
yond the  bounds  of  endurance  that  men, 
women  and  children  who  are  not  parties  to 
the  controversy  now  going  on,  should  be 
penalized  in  the  American  fundamental  of 
life,  liberty  and  the  decencies  of  the  family 
circle. 

"The  merchants  of  San  Francisco,  large 
and  small,  are  earnestly  urged  to  keep  their 
stores  open.  In  so  doing,  they  are  assured 
of  protection  and  assistance  for  themselves 
and  their  employes. 

"It  should  be  noted  particularly  that  our 
work  and  our  effort  at  helpfulness  in  this 
emergency  are  concerned  with  all  the  people 
of  San  Francisco,  no  matter  what  their 
attitude  toward  the  present  dispute." 


Exhibit  "KKK" 

AWARD   OF  NATIONAL   LONGSHOREMEN'S    BOARD 


In  the  Matter  of  the  Arbitration  be- 
tween Pacific  Coast  District  Local  38 
of  the  International  Longshoremen's 
Association,  acting  on  behalf  of  the 
various  Locals  whose  members  per- 
form longshore  labor  and  Waterfront 
Employers  of  Seattle,  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers of  Portland,  Waterfront  Em- 
ployers' Union  of  San  Francisco  and 
Marine  Service  Bureau  of  Los 
Angeles. 

ARBITRATORS'  AWARD 
This  award  is  made  pursuant  to  agree- 
ment dated  the  7th  day  of  August,  1934, 
between  the  above  named  parties,  which 
agreement  is  hereby  referred  to  and  made 
a  part  hereof. 

Said  agreement  provides  that  the  decision 
of  the  arbitrators  (which  shall  be  in  writ- 
ing and  must  be  by  a  majority)  shall  con- 
stitute a  series  of  agreements  between  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association, 
acting  on  behalf  of  various  Locals  whose 
members  perform  longshore  labor,  first 
party,  on  the  one  hand,  and  Waterfront 


Employers  of  Seattle,  a  list  of  the  members 
of  which  is  attached  to  said  agreement, 
marked  Exhibit  "A",  second  party,  Water- 
front Employers  of  Portland,  a  list  of  the 
members  of  which  is  attached  to  said  agree- 
ment, marked  Exhibit  "B",  third  party, 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union  of  San  Fran- 
cisco, a  list  of  the  members  of  which  is 
attached  to  said  agreement,  marked  Exhibit 
"C",  fourth  party,  and  Marine  Service 
Bureau  of  Los  Angeles,  a  list  of  the  mem- 
bers of  which  is  attached  to  said  agreement, 
marked  Exhibit  "D",  fifth  party,  separately, 
on  the  other  hand,  which  shall  be  binding 
upon  each  of  said  parties  as  aforesaid  for 
the  period  to  and  including  September  30, 
1935,  and  which  shall  be  considered  as  re- 
newed from  year  to  year  thereafter  between 
the  respective  parties  unless  either  party  to 
the  respective  agreements  shall  give  written 
notice  to  the  other  of  its  desire  to  modify 
or  terminate  the  same,  said  notice  to  be 
given  at  least  forty  (40)  days  prior  to  the 
expiration  date.  If  such  notice  shall  be  given 
by  any  party  other  than  the  International 
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Longshoremen's  Association,  first  party,  then 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion shall  have  fifteen  (15)  days  thereafter 
within  which  it  may  give  written  notice  of 
termination  of  all  of  said  agreements 
whereon  on  the  succeeding  September  30th, 
all  of  said  agreements  shall  terminate.  If 
such  notice  or  notices  are  not  so  given  the 
agreement  shall  be  deemed  to  be  renewed 
for  the  succeeding  year. 

The  arbitrators  decide  and  award  as 
follows: 

SECTION  1.  Longshore  work  is  all  handling 
of  cargo  in  its  transfer  from  vessel  to  first 
place  of  rest  including  sorting  and  piling 
of  cargo  on  the  dock,  and  the  direct  transfer 
of  cargo  from  vessel  to  railroad  car  or  barge 
and  vice  versa. 

The  following  occupations  are  included 
in  longshore  work:  Longshoremen,  gang 
bosses,  hatch  tenders,  winch  drivers,  donkey 
drivers,  boom  men,  burton  men,  sack-turners, 
side  runners,  front  men,  jitney  drivers,  and 
any  other  person  doing  longshore  work  as 
defined  in  this  section. 

SECTION  2.  Six  hours  shall  constitute  a 
day's  work.  Thirty  hours  shall  constitute  a 
week's  work,  averaged  over  a  period  of 
four  weeks.  The  first  six  hours  worked 
between  the  hours  of  8  a.m.  and  5  p.m. 
shall  be  designated  as  straight  time.  All 
work  in  excess  of  six  hours  between  the 
hours  of  8  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  and  all  work 
during  meal  time  and  between  5  p.m.  and 
8  a.m.  on  week  days  and  from  5  p.m.  on 
Saturday  to  8  a.m.  on  Monday,  and  all  work 
on  legal  holidays,  shall  be  designated  as 
overtime.  Meal  time  shall  be  any  one  hour 
between  11  a.m.  and  1  p.m.  When  men  are 
required  to  work  more  than  five  consecutive 
hours  without  an  opportunity  to  eat,  they 
shall  be  paid  time  and  one-half  of  the 
straight  or  overtime  rate,  as  the  case  may 
be,  for  all  the  time  worked  in  excess  of  five 
hours  without  a  meal  hour. 

SECTION  3.  The  basic  rate  of  pay  for 
longshore  work  shall  not  be  less  than  $0.95 
(ninety-five  cents)  per  hour  for  straight 
time,  not  less  than  $1.40  (one  dollar  and 
forty  cents)  per  hour  for  overtime,  pro- 
vided, however,  that  for  work  which  is  now 
paid  higher  than  the  present  basic  rates,  the 
differentials  above  the  present  basic  rates 
shall  be  added  to  the  basic  rates  established 
in  this  paragraph  (a). 

(b)  For  those  classifications  of  penalty 
cargo  for  which  differentials  are  now  paid 


above  the  present  basic  rates,  the  same  dif- 
ferentials above  the  basic  rates  established 
by  this  award  shall  be  maintained  and  paid; 

(c)  For   shoveling,    shoveling   bones    in 
bulk,  both  non-offensive  and  offensive,  ten 
cents  above  the  basic  rate  shall  be  paid  in 
Los  Angeles. 

(d)  For  handling  creosote  and  creosote 
wood  products,  green  hides,  and  fertilizer, 
for  which  a  differential  of  ten  cents  above 
the  present  basic  rates  is  now  allowed  in 
Los  Angeles  to  foremen,  the  same  differ- 
ential of  ten   cents  shall  also   be  paid    in 
Los  Angeles  to  men  handling  these  com- 
modities ; 

(e)  For  handling  lags,  piles  and  lumber 
which  have  been  submerged,  when  loaded 
from  water,  ten  cents  above  the  basic  rates 
established  by  this  award  shall  be  paid  for 
thirty  tons  or  over  in  Portland. 

(f)  The  increases   in   the    rates   of  pay 
established  by  this  award  shall  be  paid  as 
of  July  31,  1934. 

SECTION  4.  The  hiring  of  all  longshore- 
men shall  be  through  halls  maintained  and 
operated  jointly  by  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  Pacific  Coast  Dis- 
trict, and  the  respective  employers'  associa- 
tions. The  hiring  and  dispatching  of  all 
longshoremen  shall  be  done  through  one 
central  hiring  hall  in  each  of  the  ports  of 
Seattle,  Portland,  San  Francisco  and  Los 
Angeles,  with  such  branch  halls  as  the 
Labor  Relations  Committee,  provided  for 
in  Section  9,  shall  decide.  All  expense  of 
the  hiring  halls  shall  be  borne  one-half  by 
the  International  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion and  one-half  by  the  employers.  Each 
longshoreman  registered  at  any  hiring  hall 
who  is  not  a  member  of  the  International 
Longshoremen's  Association  shall  pay  to  the 
Labor  Relations  Committee  toward  the  sup- 
port of  the  hall  a  sum  equal  to  the  pro 
rata  share  of  the  expense  of  the  support  of 
the  hall  paid  by  each  member  of  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association. 

SECTION  5.  The  personnel  for  each  hiring 
hall  shall  be  determined  and  appointed  by 
the  Labor  Relations  Committee  for  the  port, 
except  that  the  dispatcher  shall  be  selected 
by  the  International  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation. 

SECTION  6.  All  longshoremen  shall  be 
dispatched  without  favoritism  or  discrimin- 
ation, regardless  of  union  or  non-union 
membership. 

SECTION   7.  The   Labor  Relations   Con> 
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mittee  in  Seattle,  Portland  and  Los  Angeles, 
where  hiring  halls  now  exist,  shall  decide 
within  twenty  days  from  the  date  of  this 
award  whether  a  hiring  hall  now  in  use 
shall  be  utilized.  If  in  any  of  said  ports 
no  decision  is  made  within  such  twenty 
days,  a  new  hall  shall  be  established  in 
such  port  within  thirty  days  from  the  date 
of  this  award. 

SECTION  8.  The  hiring  and  dispatching 
of  longshoremen  in  all  the  ports  covered  by 
this  award  other  than  those  mentioned  in 
Section  4,  and  excepting  Tacoma,  shall  be 
done  as  provided  for  the  ports  mentioned  in 
Section  4;  unless  the  Labor  Relations  Com- 
mittee in  any  of  such  ports  establishes  other 
methods  of  hiring  or  dispatching. 

SECTION  9.  The  parties  shall  immediately 
establish  for  each  port  affected  by  this 
award,  a  Labor  Relations  Committee  to  be 
composed  of  three  representatives  designated 
by  the  employers'  association  of  that  port 
and  three  representatives  designated  by  the 
International  Longshoremen's  Association. 
By  mutual  consent  the  Labor  Relations 
Committee  in  each  port  may  change  the 
number  of  representatives  from  the  Inter- 
national Longshoremen's  Association  and 
the  employers'  association.  In  the  event  that 
such  committee  fails  to  agree  on  any  matter, 
they  may  refer  such  matter  for  decision  to 
any  person  or  persons  mutually  acceptable 
to  them,  or  they  shall  refer  such  matter, 
on  request  of  either  party,  for  decision  to 
an  arbitrator,  who  shall  be  designated  by 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  of  the  United  States 
or  by  any  person  authorized  by  the  Secretary 
to  designate  such  arbitrator.  Such  arbitrator 
shall  be  paid  by  the  International  Long- 
shoremen's Association  and  by  the  employers' 
association  in  each  port.  Nothing  in  this 
section  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the 
Labor  Relations  Committee  from  agreeing 
upon  other  means  of  deciding  matters  upon 
which  there  has  been  disagreement. 

SECTION  10.  The  duties  of  the  Labor  Re- 
lations Committee  shall  be: 

(a)  To  maintain  and  operate  the  hiring 
hall; 

(b)  Within   thirty   days   from   the   date 
of  this  award  to  prepare  a  list  of  the  reg- 
ular longshoremen  of  the  port,   and  after 
such  thirty  days  no  longshoreman  not  on 
such  list  shall  be  dispatched  from  the  hir- 
ing hall  or  employed  by  any  employer  while 
there  is  any  man  on  the  registered  list  qual- 
ified, ready  and  willing  to  do  the  work.  No 


one  shall  be  registered  as  a  longshoreman 
who  did  not,  during  a  period  of  three  years 
immediately  preceding  May  9,  1934,  derive 
his  livelihood  from  the  industry  during  not 
less  than  any  twelve  months.  Pending  the 
preparation  of  these  lists,  no  longshoreman 
who  was  a  member  of  a  gang  or  who  was 
on  any  registered  list  or  extra  list  between 
January  1,  1934,  and  May  9,  1934,  shall 
be  denied  the  opportunity  of  employment 
in  the  industry.  The  Labor  Relations  Com- 
mittee, in  registering  longshoremen,  may 
depart  from  this  particular  rule; 

(c)  To  decide  questions  regarding  rota- 
tion of  gangs  and  extra  men ;  revision  of  ex- 
isting lists   of  extra  men   and  of  casuals; 
and  the  addition  of  new  men  to   the  in- 
dustry when  needed; 

(d)  To    investigate    and    adjudicate    all 
grievances  and  disputes  relating  to  working 
conditions ; 

(e)  To  decide  all  grievances  relating  to 
discharges.   The   hearing   and   investigation 
of  grievances  relating  to  discharges  shall  be 
given  preference  over  all  other  business  be- 
fore  the   committee.    In   case   of  discharge 
without  sufficient  cause,  the  committee  may 
order  payment  for  lost  time  or  reinstatement 
with  or  without  payment  for  lost  time; 

(f)  To    decide    any    other    question    of 
mutual  concern  relating  to  the  industry  and 
not  covered  by  this  award. 

The  committee  shall  meet  at  any  time 
within  twenty-four  hours,  upon  a  written 
notice  from  either  party  stating  the  purpose 
of  the  meeting. 

SECTION  11.  The  Labor  Relations  Com- 
mittee for  each  port  shall  determine  the 
organization  of  gangs  and  methods  of  dis- 
patching. Subject  to  this  provision  and  to 
the  limitations  of  hours  fixed  in  this  award, 
the  employers  shall  have  the  right  to  have 
dispatched  to  them,  when  available,  the 
gangs  in  their  opinion  best  qualified  to  do 
their  work.  Subject  to  the  foregoing  pro- 
visions gangs  and  men  not  assigned  to 
gangs  shall  be  so  dispatched  as  to  equalize 
their  earnings  as  nearly  as  practicable,  hav- 
ing regard  to  their  qualifications  for  the 
work  they  are  required  to  do.  The  em- 
ployers shall  be  free  to  select  their  men 
within  those  eligible  under  the  policies 
jointly  determined,  and  the  men  likewise 
shall  be  free  to  select  their  jobs; 

(b)  The  employees  must  perform  all 
work  as  ordered  by  the  employer.  Any 
grievance  resulting  from  the  manner  in 
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which  the  work  is  ordered  to  be  performed 
shall  be  dealt  with  as  provided  in  Sec- 
tion 10; 

(c)  The  employer  shall  have  the  right  to 
discharge    any   man   for   incompetence,   in- 
subordination   or    failure    to    perform    the 
work  as  required.  If  any  man  feels  that  he 
has  been  unjustly  discharged,  his  grievance 
shall   be   dealt   with   as   provided    in   Sec- 
tion 10; 

(d)  The  employer  shall  be  free,  without 
interference  or  restraint  from  the  Interna- 
tional   Longshoremen's   Association,   to   in- 
troduce labor  saving  devices  and  to-  insti- 


tute such  methods  of  discharging  and  load- 
ing cargo  as  he  considers  best  suited  to  the 
conduct  of  his  business,  provided  such 
methods  of  discharging  and  loading  are  not 
inimical  to  the  safety  or  health  of  the  em- 
ployees. 

(Signed)  EDWARD  J.  HANNA,  Chairman 
EDWARD  F.  MCGRADY. 

I  concur  except  as  to  the  provisions  of 
Section  3. 

O.  K.  GUSHING. 

Dated  this  12th  day  of  October,  1934. 
At  San  Francisco,  California. 


Chronology  of  Important  Events  in  Strike,  1934 


March  7,  strike  vote  taken  by  Pacific  Coast 
District,  International  Longshoremen's 
Association,  6 

March  26,  President's  Fact  Finding  Commis- 
sion appointed,  7 

April  3,  proposals  offered  by  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union  accepted  by  Pacific 
Coast  District  Council,  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  7-8 

May  9,  beginning  of  strike,  13 

May  28,  agreement  negotiated  between  rep- 
resentatives of  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  and  International  Longshoremen's 
Association,  33 

June  7,  San  Francisco  Local,  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  refuses  to 
handle  freight  loaded  by  strikebreakers,  45 


June  16,  agreement  negotiated  between  rep- 
resentatives of  Waterfront  Employers' 
Union  and  International  Longshoremen's 
Association,  68-71 

June  26,  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
appointed,  96 

July  3,  Industrial  Association  of  San  Fran- 
cisco starts  movement  of  freight  from 
waterfront,  108 

July  5,  two  strikers  killed,  National  Guard 
ordered  to  San  Francisco  waterfront,  112- 
114 

July  11,  San  Francisco  Local,  International 
Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  calls  strike, 
131 

July  16,  general  strike  begins,  I45ff 

July  19,  general  strike  ends,  166 

July  21,  teamsters  return  to  work,  168 

July  31,  Longshore  strike  ends,   181 
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ABBREVIATIONS  USED  IN  THIS  INDEX 

I.  A.  S.  F. — Industrial  Association  of  San  Francisco 

I.  L.  A.     — International  Longshoremen's  Association 

N.  L.  B.  — National  Longshoremen's  Board 

S.  F.        — San  Francisco 

W.  E.  U.  — Waterfront  Employers'  Union 


ALameda  County  Labor  Council,  see  Labor 
Council  of  Alameda  County 

Alaska  shipping,  agreements,  23,  29,  42,  52, 
88,  Exhibit  P-l,  201;  J.  P.  Ryan  refers  to 
provision  for  dispatching  hall,  59 ;  Mayor 
Dore  threatens  to  open  Seattle  port,  29; 
Pres.  Roosevelt's  aid  requested,  98 

Amar,  E.  J.,  President  Los  Angeles  Board 
of  Harbor  Commissioners,  32 

Arbitration,  N.  L.  B.  requests  that  water- 
front dispute  be  submitted  to,  101,  104, 
106,  115,  129,  132,  138,  162;  maritime 
unions  refuse,  116;  Mayor  Rossi  urges, 
117;  conditions  for,  stated  by  I.  L.  A.  and 
W.  E.  U.,  117;  W.  E.  U.  agrees  to,  129; 
unions  agree  to  vote  on,  132;  I.  L.  A. 
officials  comment  on,  134,  142;  L  L.  A. 
vote  planned  on,  142 ;  General  Strike 
Committee  resolves  to  ask  aid  of  Pres. 
Roosevelt,  159;  employers  agree  to,  172; 
Pacific  Coast  District,  I.  L.  A.  votes  for, 
173;  seamen  vote  for,  181 
See  also  National  Longshoremen's  Board 
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Atlas  Trucking  Company,  organized,  80; 
moves  freight  from  waterfront,  108,  112 
See  also  Industrial  Association 

BAkery  Wagon  Drivers,  directed  not  to 
strike,  143 

Bargemen,  reported  to  have  joined  sympa- 
thetic strike  in  Portland,  15 

Beck,  David,  President  Seattle  Local,  Inter- 
national Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  pro- 
poses separate  settlement  for  Alaska 
shipping,  23,  for  Seattle,  37;  participates 
in  conference  with  I.  A.  S.  F.,  58,  with 
Mayor  Rossi,  65,  69;  underwrites  agree- 
ment of  June  16,  71 ;  considers  strike 
settled,  74;  rebukes  longshoremen,  89 

Belt  Line  Railroad,  S.  F.,  21,  44,  50,  110, 
113 

Bennett,  Dewey,  Secretary  Seattle  Local 
I.  L.  A.,74 

Bjorklund,  J.  C,  Secretary  Pacific  Coast 
District,  I.  L.  A.,  6,  33 
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"Blue  book,"  see  Longshoremen's  Associa- 
tion of  S.  F.  and  the  Bay  District 

Boilermakers,  International  Brotherhood  of 
votes  for  sympathetic  strike,  20;  joins 
general  strike,  133 

Bookbinders'  Union,  votes  against  general 
strike,  143 

Boynton,  Albert  E.,  Managing  Director  In- 
dustrial Association  of  S.  F.,  58,  64,  68 

Bridges,  Harry,  Chairman  S.  F.  Local, 
Strike  Committee,  I.  L.  A.,  and  Joint 
Marine  Strike  Committee,  mentioned,  25, 
90,  118,  142,  158,  169;  views  on  control 
of  dispatching  hall,  28,  99,  120,  130,  131, 
174;  opposes  J.  P.  Ryan's  efforts  toward 
strike  settlement,  32,  53;  disapproves 
settlement  of  May  28,  34,  35;  agitates 
for  general  strike,  36,  122,  123,  139; 
quoted  concerning  agreement  of  June  16, 
74;  appointed  to  Joint  Marine  Strike 
Committee,  76;  plans  for  united  front 
action,  79;  attitude  toward  Marine  Work- 
ers' Industrial  Union,  80;  addresses  mass 
meeting  called  by  striking  unions,  83; 
urges  teamsters'  support  for  strike,  87; 
disapproves  membership  of  N.  L.  B.,  96; 
J.  P.  Ryan  criticizes,  98,  117;  given  vote 
of  confidence,  99,  102;  quoted  concerning 
operation  of  Belt  Line  Railroad,  S.  F., 
110;  speaks  at  teamsters'  meeting,  131; 
opposes  arbitration,  131,  133,  160;  pro- 
poses resolution  censuring  Mayor  Rossi, 
139;  predicts  rejection  by  I.  L.  A.  of  arbi- 
tration proposal,  142;  comments  on  ter- 
mination of  general  strike,  166;  states 
that  strike  will  continue,  169;  suggests 
setting  date  for  termination  of  strike,  181 

Brown,  Frank,  Business  Representative  of 
Molders'  Union,  122 

Building  Trades  Council  of  Alameda 
County,  calls  meeting  to  consider  termi- 
nating general  strike,  165 

Burke,  Reverend  Father  Thomas  F.,  arbi- 
trator in  Matson  dock  strike,  5 

Business,  affected  by  strike,  21,  51,  65,  89, 
by  general  strike,  153,  156,  157;  resumes 
activity,  165 

Butchers,  join  general  strike,  133;  Western 
Federation  of,  agrees  to  strike  if  port  is 
opened,  102;  votes  to  abide  by  Decision 
of  Labor  Council,  125 

CAhill,  Edward  G.,  Manager  of  Public  Utili- 
ties, S.  F.,  137,  151 

California  Highway  Patrol,  147,  156 

Calkins,  Robert  D.,  Vice  Chairman  N.  R.  A. 
Regional  Labor  Board  of  S.  F.,  13 

Carpenters,  Bay  Counties  District  Council 
of,  meets  to  discuss  general  strike,  131 

Carson,  Joseph,  Mayor  Portland,  Oregon, 
19,  61,  81 


Casey,  Michael,  President  S.  F.  Local,  Inter- 
national Brotherhood  of  Teamsters,  con- 
fers with  W.  J.  Lewis,  15;  quoted  con- 
cerning boycott  of  waterfront,  16;  partici- 
pates in  I.  A.  S.  F.  conference,  58 ;  par- 
ticipates in  conference  of  June  16,  69,  70; 
quoted  concerning  plans  of  teamsters  re- 
lating to  agreement  of  June  16,  74,  76; 
outlines  waterfront  dispute  problem  to 
Wm.  Green,  87 ;  states  that  teamsters  will 
not  actively  support  strike,  87;  informed 
of  L  A.  S.  F.  plans  to  move  freight,  92 ; 
opposes  general  strike,  121,  141 ;  com- 
ments on  teamsters'  strike  vote,  123-24, 
132;  quoted,  135;  reports  termination  of 
teamsters'  strike,  167 

Caves,  W.  W.,  Chairman  Strike  Committee 
International  Seamen's  Union  of  America, 
80 

Chamber  of  Commerce,  S.  F.,  55,  Exhibit 
X,  209 

See  also  Mailliard,  J.  W.,  Jr.,  President 
S.  F.  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Chauffeurs'  Union,  orders  general  strike 
vote,  133 

Citizens'  Committee  of  Five  Hundred,  150, 
157,  161,  Exhibit  JJJ,  240 

Citizens'  Emergency  Relief  Committee,  49 

Cleaners  and  dyers,  join  general  strike,  133 

Closed  shop,  N.  R.  A.  Board  of  Adjustment 
recommendation  concerning,  4 ;  I.  L.  A. 
demands,  6,  32,  65 ;  W.  E.  U.  refuses  to 
accept,  24,  28,  Exhibit  R,  204;  E.  F. 
McGrady  refers  to,  26;  J.  P.  Ryan  refers 
to,  31,  34,  58;  not  provided  for  in  "Port- 
land agreement,"  57,  Exhibit  BB,  213; 

I.  L.  A.    refuses    arbitration    concerning, 
118,  149 

Coldwell,  Colbert,  member  of  Board  of 
Directors,  Industrial  Association,  68 

Collective  bargaining,  see  Longshoremen's 
Association,  International,  recognition  by 
W.  E.  U.  for  collective  bargaining 

The  Communist,  discusses  L  L.  A.  strike,  18 

Communist  Party,  members  of  Joint  Marine 
Strike  Committee  affiliated  with,  76 

Communists,  activity  in  relation  to  strike, 

II,  54,  79;  said  to  be  influential  in  strike, 
26,  29,  60,  78,  99,  115,  117;  arrested,  30; 
demonstrate,   36 ;   activity  in  I.  L.  A.  de- 
nied,  60,  82 ;  Gov.  Merriam  denounces, 
65 ;    denounced    by   Labor   Council,    89 ; 
court  action  concerning,  103 ;  said  to  be  in 
Teamsters'     Union,     132;     headquarters 
raided,  157,  160 

See  also  Radicals 
Cox,  Ivan  F.,  Secretary  S.  F.  Local,  I.  L.  A., 

48,  103,  163 
Creel,  George,  Chairman  N.  R.  A.  District 

Recovery  Board,   and   N.  R.  A.   Regional 

Labor  Board,  appoints  N.  R.  A.  Board  of 
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Adjustment,  4;  appoints  board  of  arbi- 
tration for  Matson  dock  strike,  5 ;  I.  L.  A. 
submits  grievance  to,  5 ;  appeals  to  Roose- 
velt, 7 

Culinary  Council,  votes  to  strike,  139 

Cummings,  Homer  S.,  Attorney  General  of 
U.  S.,  106 

Cushing,  O.  K.,  appointed  to  N.  L.  B.,  96; 
speaks  for  N.  L.  B.,  100,  117,  132,  158 

Cutler,  Leland  W.,  former  President  S.  F. 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  95 

Cutright,  Charles,  member  Joint  Marine 
Strike  Committee,  76,  101 

DEal,  C.  W.,  Secretary  Ferry  Boatmen's 
Union,  142 

Deny,  Charles,  editor  Labor  Clarion,  mem- 
ber Strike  Strategy  Committee,  122 

Dibble,  W.  F.,  Chairman  Publicity  Com- 
mittee, I.  L.  A.,  5 

Dispatching  hall,  joint  control,  8,  14,  26, 
32,  70,  99,  175,  Exhibit  G,  192,  HH, 
218;  discussion  of  date  limiting  registra- 
tion at,  10;  union  control,  22,  32,  74,  82, 
97,  130,  174;  employers'  control,  24,  33, 
48,  Exhibit  U,  206;  government  supervi- 
sion, 28,  29,  38,  40,  41,  42,  48,  59,  Ex- 
hibit CC,  215,  DD,  216,  EE,  216; 
W.  E.  U.  statement  concerning,  42,  129, 
Exhibit  W,  208,  ZZ,  232;  control,  52, 
56;  Sec.  Perkins  requests  arbitration  con- 
cerning, 85 ;  I.  L.  A.  attitude  toward  arbi- 
tration, 118,  121,  131,  134,  149,  158; 
seamen  opposed  to  arbitration,  133;  super- 
vision, pending  arbitration,  179,  180 

Do  re,  John  F.,  Mayor  Seattle,  requests 
state  and  federal  troops,  20;  threatens  to 
open  Seattle  port  for  Alaska  shipping,  29 

EAst  Bay  region,  strike  in,  123,  125,  131, 
132,  137,  152,  169 
See  also  Oakland,  Calif. 

Electrical  Workers,  International  Brother- 
hood of,  Local  151,  votes  against  striking, 
149 

Exhibits 

See  list  of  exhibits  at  close  of  index 
p.  255 

FEderal  intervention  requested  in  strike,  20 
See  also  Roosevelt,  Franklin  D.,  President 
of  U.  S. 

Ferryboatmen's  Union,  demands,  20 
FinneganJ.J.,  President  Waterfront  Clerks' 
Union,  quoted,  28;  participates  in  Mayor 
Rossi's  conferences,  64,  69,  74,  mentioned, 
158 

Fires,  connected  with  strike,  49,  94,  113 
Fitzgerald,  E.  H.,  Federal  Conciliator,  177 
Food  distribution  affected  by  general  strike, 


135,  146,  150,  152,  153,  154,  156,  157, 
163 

Forbes,  John  F.,  President  Industrial  Asso- 
ciation of  S.  F.,  letter  to  J.  W.  Mailliard, 
56,  Exhibit  Z,  211;  requests  Pres.  Roose- 
velt's intervention,  62,  80,  Exhibit  KK, 
221;  participates  in  Mayor  Rossi's  confer- 
ences, 64,  68;  signs  agreement  of  June  16, 
71 ;  comments  on  plans  of  I.  A.  S.  F.,  91 ; 
agrees  to  postpone  movement  of  freight, 
95,  100,  Exhibit  OO,  224 

Freight  movement  affected  by  strike,  19,  21, 
45,  50 

Furuseth,  Andrew,  President  International 
Seamen's  Union  of  America,  arrives  in 
S.  F.,  97;  proposes  that  strikers  return  to 
work  pending  arbitration,  99;  comments 
on  action  of  maritime  unions,  101 

GAllagher,  Leo,  25 

Gasoline  distribution  during  general  strike, 
131,  134,  135,  156,  163,  Exhibit  DDD, 
234 

Geiger,  Dr.  J.  C.,  Health  Officer,  S.  F. 
orders  union  permit  signs  removed  from 
restaurants,  157 

General  strike,  agitation  for,  36,  50,  54, 
118,  122,  123;  growth  of  movement,  66, 
79,  83,  123;  S.  F.  Labor  Council  dis- 
cusses, 101,  137,  139;  votes  for,  142-43; 
terminates,  166;  Labor  Council  of  Ala- 
meda  orders  vote,  125;  unions  agreeing  to 
take  part  in,  if  called  by  Labor  Council, 
131,  137;  unions  joining,  132,  133,  137, 
139,  143;  Mayor  Rossi  plans  action  con- 
cerning, 140 
See  also  Sympathetic  strikes 

General  Strike  Committee,  see  Labor  Coun- 
cil of  S.  F.,  General  Strike  Committee 

Grady,  Henry  Francis,  Chairman  N.  R.  A. 
Regional  Labor  Board  S.  F.  and  Chair- 
man President's  Fact  Finding  Commission, 
arbitrator  in  Matson  dock  strike,  5 ;  ap- 
pointed to  President's  Fact  Finding  Com- 
mission, 7;  statement,  concerning  agree- 
ment of  April  3,  8;  urges  delay  of  strike 
action,  13;  arrives  in  S.  F.,  14;  comments 
on  W.  E.  U.  proposal  of  May  28,  39,  Ex- 
hibit V,  207;  confers  with  federal  officials 
in  Washington,  52 

Green,  William,  President  American  Fed- 
eration of  Labor,  M.  Casey  outlines  prob- 
lem of  strike  settlement,  87;  protests 
against  use  of  National  Guard,  125;  pro- 
tests against  use  of  S.  F.  Police  in  strike, 
126;  comments  on  strike,  161;  condemns 
sympathetic  strike,  170 

HAggerty,  Daniel  P.,  Past  President  Calif. 
State  Federation  of  Labor,  member  Strike 
Strategy  Committee,  122 
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Hanna,  Edward  J.,  Archbishop  of  S.  F., 
Chairman  National  Longshoremen's  Board, 
appointed  to  N.  L.  B.,  96 ;  urges  I.  A. 
S.  F.  to  postpone  movement  of  freight, 
100;  urges  arbitration,  138 

Harrigan,  D.  A.,  representative  of  Sea- 
farers' Council  of  Port  of  New  York,  53 

Hathaway,  John,  President  San  Diego 
County  Fruit  Bureau,  19 

Hiring  hall,  see  Dispatching  hall 

Holman,  Lee  J.,  President  S.  F.  Local, 
I.  L.  A.,  4;  states  demands  of  I.  L.  A.,  5 ; 
removed  from  office,  12;  plans  organiza- 
tion of  new  I.  L.  A.  local  in  S.  F.,  40,  60, 
64;  approves  government  supervision  of 
dispatching  hall,  48 ;  attacked,  48 

Hours  of  work,  I.  L.  A.  demands  concern- 
ing, 5,  17,  22 ;  W.  E.  U.  proposals,  8, 
Exhibit  H,  193 ;  mediation  efforts  regard- 
ing, 10,  11,  Exhibit  L,  195;  arbitration 
agreed  for,  33,  Exhibit  U,  206;  of  sea- 
men, 88;  W.  E.U.  statement,  129,  Ex- 
hibit AAA,  233 

ICkes,  Harold  L.,  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, 23 

Industrial  Association  of  S.  F.,  conferences 
concerning  strike,  43,  58,  61;  confers 
with  officials  of  Teamsters'  Union,  45; 
agrees  to  take  part  in  negotiations  to  ter- 
minate strike,  56,  Exhibit  Z,  232;  requests 
intervention  of  Pres.  Roosevelt,  61,  62, 
80,  Exhibit  KK,  221;  requests  state  and 
federal  officials  to  intercede  with  Pres. 
Roosevelt,  63-64;  participates  in  agree- 
ment of  June  16,  68-71;  plans  to  move 
freight  from  waterfront,  80,  91-93;  re- 
plies to  I.  L.  A.  charges,  94;  postpones 
movement  of  freight,  95,  98,  100,  105, 
Exhibit  OO,  224;  confers  with  N.  L.  B., 
98;  announces  intentions  to  move  freight, 
104,  Exhibit  SS,  TT,  227;  starts  move- 
ment of  freight,  108,  109,  112,  Exhibit 
UU,  229;  advises  course  of  action  in 
strike  emergency,  136;  E.  H.  Vandeleur 
criticizes,  152;  supplies  drivers  for  gaso- 
line trucks,  163;  confers  on  maritime 
strike  question,  172;  arranges  conference 
between  representatives  of  Market  Street 
Railway  Company  and  employees,  177 
See  also  Forbes,  John  F.,  President  Indus- 
trial Association 

Injunction,  efforts  of  S.  F.  Local,  I.  L.  A. 
to  obtain,  61,  62 

International  Labor  Defence,  28 

JOhnson,  Hugh  S.,  N.  R.  A.  Administrator, 
telegram  to,  regarding  lack  of  shipping 
code,  6-7;  arrives  in  S.  F.,  154;  speech 
concerning  strike,  158;  named  spokesman 
for  N.  L.  B.,  162 ;  states  that  general 


strike  must  end  before  Federal  Govern- 
ment will  act,  165 

Johnson,  Joseph,  President  S.  F.  Local, 
I.  L.  A.,  38 

Joint  Marine  Strike  Committee  of  Fifty, 
organization  and  membership,  76,  79,  81 ; 
requests  conference  with  Mayor  Rossi,  81 ; 
demands,  82,  84;  holds  mass  meeting,  83; 
public  statement,  87,  Exhibit  NN,  223, 
votes  confidence  in  H.  Bridges,  99;  ap- 
peals to  Pres.  Roosevelt,  100;  urges  gen- 
eral strike,  118-19;  meets  with  Strike 
Strategy  Committee,  122;  states  intention 
to  continue  strike,  169-170 

Junior  Chamber  of  Commerce,  S.  F.,  circu- 
lates petition,  164 

KAhn,  Samuel,  President  Market  Street  Rail- 
way, 177 

Kidwell,  George,  Secretary-Treasurer  Bakery 
Wagon  Drivers'  Union,  speaks  at  Labor 
Council  meeting,  120;  member  Strike 
Strategy  Committee,  122 ;  urges  postpone- 
ment of  teamsters'  strike  vote,  131;  be- 
lieves general  strike  inevitable,  137;  pro- 
tests against  newspaper  reports,  152;  com- 
ments on  vote  of  General  Strike  Com- 
mittee, 160 

LAbor  Council  of  Alameda  County,  requests 
member  unions  to  take  strike  vote,  125 

Labor  Council,  S.  F.  membership  of  Long- 
shoremen's Association  of  S.  F.  in,  3;  de- 
nounces Communist  activity  in  strike,  89; 
discusses  general  strike,  101,  118,  119- 
120;  appoints  Strike  Strategy  Committee, 
119;  adopts  resolution  censuring  Gov. 
Merriam,  121;  votes  for  general  strike, 
142-44 

Strike  Strategy  Committee  of  Seven, 
membership,  122;  confers  with  Joint 
Marine  Strike  Committee,  122 ;  announces 
plans,  124;  confers  with  N.  L.  B.,  130; 
reports  to  Labor  Council,  137  139,  141; 
General  Strike  Committee,  regulation 
of  food  distribution,  147,  150,  156,  163; 
regulation  of  business,  150,  152,  156, 
157,  163;  requests  Municipal  Railway 
employees  to  return  to  work,  151;  favors 
presidential  intervention,  159;  terminates 
general  strike,  165,  166;  continued  in 
existence  after  strike,  169;  criticized  by 
R.  B.  Mallen,  169 

See  also  Vandeleur,   Edward   H.,   Presi- 
dent Labor  Council  of  S.  F. 

Lapham,  Roger,  President  American  Ha- 
waiian Steamship  Company,  43;  suggests 
modes  of  federal  intervention  in  strike, 
147-48,  Exhibit  GGG,  238 

Larson,  George,  Executive  Secretary  Inter- 
national Seamen's  Union  of  America,  79 
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Laundry  Drivers'  Union,  votes  against  gen- 
eral strike,  143 

Leonard,  Dr.  J.  L.,  Chairman  N.  R.  A.  Re- 
gional Labor  Board  of  Los  Angeles, 
appointed  to  President's  Fact  Finding 
Commission,  7;  returns  to  S.  F.,  13;  par- 
ticipates in  conference  June  16,  68-71 

Lewis,  William  J.,  President  Pacific  Coast 
District,  I.  L.  A.,  4 ;  agrees  to  postpone 
strike,  7;  suggests  local  mediation  of 
wages,  9;  letter  from  W.  E.  U.  to,  11; 
comments  on  strike,  13,  15;  confers  with 
M.  Casey,  15;  participates  in  negotiations 
May  28,  33 ;  charges  concerning  fire  on 
"President  Lincoln,"  49;  predicts  support 
of  strike  by  eastern  longshoremen,  5 1 ; 
participates  in  negotiations  June  16,  64, 
68-71;  calls  I.  L.  A.  meeting  to  vote  on 
agreement  of  June  16,  74;  quoted  con- 
cerning teamsters,  76;  states  I.  L.  A.  oppo- 
sition to  arbitration,  131;  recommends 
I.  L.  A.  vote  on  arbitration,  133,  142,  Ex- 
hibit BBB,  233;  mentioned,  158;  ex- 
presses hope  for  vote  in  favor  of  arbi- 
tration, 174;  his  authority  to  end  strike, 
181 

Longshoremen,  union  membership,  1933,  5 

Longshoremen's  Association,  International, 
defined,  3, 

Recognition  by  W.  E.  U.  for  collective 
bargaining,  L  L.  A.  demands,  5,  56; 
agreed  to  by  W.  E.  U.,  8,  14,  26,  28,  33, 
70,  Exhibit  G,  192,  R,  204,  U,  206,  HH, 
218;  J.  P.  Ryan's  statements  concerning, 
9,  30,  31,  Exhibit  I,  193,  L,  195;  defined 
by  I.  L  A.,  S.  F.  local,  32 

Riggers'  and  Stevedores'  Union,  strike, 
1916,  1;  1919,  1 

Pacific  Coast  District,  organized,  4; 
demands,  5,  17;  convention  1934,  6; 
strike,  voted  on,  6,  postponed,  7,  an- 
nounced, 10,  begins,  13;  negotiates  with 
W.  E.U.,  7-8;  rejects  J.  P.  Ryan's  pro- 
posal to  modify  wage  demands,  19;  signs 
agreement  with  Alaska  Steamship  Com- 
pany, 23,  Exhibit  P-l,  201;  demands  joint 
settlement  of  claims  of  all  unions  on 
strike,  24;  negotiates  with  W.  E.  U.,  24- 
26,  28,  33,  Exhibit  U,  206;  rejects  agree- 
ment with  W.  E.  U.,  37 ;  participates  in 
negotiations  sponsored  by  Mayor  Rossi, 
47,  64,  68-71,  Exhibit  HH,  218;  rejects 
agreement,  75 ;  terminates  Alaska  agree- 
ment, 89;  refuses  second  vote  on  agree- 
ment of  June  16,  116;  its  conditions  for 
arbitration,  117-18,  134,  138,  158,  Ex- 
hibit CCC,  234;  opposes  arbitration,  131; 
submits  question  of  arbitration  to  vote, 
173-75;  submits  conditions  for  strike 
settlement  to  N.  L.  B.,  174,  175 ;  letter  to 
N.  L.  B.  on  W.  E.  U.  proposals  for  strike 
settlement,  180;  strike  terminated,  181 


See  also    Lewis,   William   J.,    President, 
Pacific  Coast  District,  I.  L.  A. 

San  Francisco  Local,  organization  and 
membership,  4,  5;  complaints,  against 
Longshoremen's  Association  of  S.  F.,  3, 
4,  Exhibit  B,  185;  Matson  dock  strike, 
1933,  called  by,  4;  meets  to  vote  on  strike, 
5 ;  demands,  5,  22,  32,  48,  90,  Exhibit  Q, 
203;  negotiates  with  W.  E.  U.,  8,  10,  Ex- 
hibit K,  L,  195;  demands  that  District 
Executive  Board  agreements  be  submitted 
to  membership  vote,  26;  denies  Commu- 
nist activity  in  I.  L.  A.,  27;  decides  to 
affiliate  only  with  A.  F.  of  L.  unions  for 
strike  action,  29;  states  grievances,  30, 
103,  Exhibit  S,  204;  rejects  proposed 
settlement  of  May  28,  34,  35,  38,  40; 
asks  for  support  of  eastern  longshoremen, 
38;  rejects  proposal  for  separate  port 
agreements,  40;  protests  action  of  police, 
33;  urges  general  strike,  50,  54;  denies 
charges  of  radical  control,  55,  Exhibit  Y, 
210;  denies  embargo  on  medical  supplies, 
67;  rejects  agreement  of  June  16,  75-77; 
charges  I.  A.  S.  F.  with  plans  to  open  port, 
93 ;  insists  on  joint  settlement  of  demands 
of  all  striking  unions,  97;  opposes  arbi- 
tration, 101,  117;  refuses  to  permit  oper- 
ation of  Belt  Line  Railroad,  110;  holds 
funeral  for  strikers  killed  in  rioting  of 
July  5,  127;  meets  to  consider  arbitra- 
tion, 142;  opposes  arbitration  for  dis- 
patching hall,  149,  163 ;  officials  comment 
on  end  of  general  strike,  169;  claims 
picketing  interfered  with,  173 
See  also  Bridges,  Harry,  Chairman  S.  F. 
Local,  Strike  Committee,  I.  L.  A. 
Longshoremen's  Association  of  S.  F.  and  the 
Bay  District,  origin  and  membership,  2, 
5 ;  contract  with  W.  E.  U.,  2,  3,  Exhibit 
A,  183;  membership  in  Labor  Council,  3; 
L  L.  A.  charges  against,  4,  31,  Exhibit  B, 
185,  S,  204;  relations  with  W.  E.  U., 
57,  66 

Los  Angeles,  strike  in,  20,  21,  81 
Lundin,  Alfred  H.,  President  Seattle  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce,  51 

McAulifTe,  Florence  M.,  Chairman  Execu- 
tive Committee,  Citizens'  Committee  of 
Five  Hundred,  150;  outlines  objectives  of 
committee,  157,  Exhibit  JJJ,  240 

McCIellan,  John,  L  L.  A.  member  Joint 
Marine  Strike  Committee,  76 

McGrady,  Edward  F.,  Assistant  Secretary  of 
Labor,  arrives  in  S.  F.,  22;  mediation 
efforts,  24,  32,  33,  43;  Leo  Gallagher's 
charge  against,  25 ;  calls  attention  to  radi- 
cal activity,  25,  26;  urges  Mayor  of 
Seattle  to  postpone  action,  29;  approves 
settlement  of  May  28,  34;  requests  secret 
ballot  on  settlement  of  May  28,  36;  re- 
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turns  to-  Washington,  37;  suggests  gov- 
ernment supervision  of  dispatching  hall, 
38,  42,  59,  Exhibit  CC,  215;  favors  com- 
pulsory arbitration,  39;  returns  to  S.  F., 
91;  calls  conference  on  strike,  93;  ap- 
pointed to  N.  L.  B.,  96 ;  states  plans  of 
N.  L.  B.,  97;  urges  arbitration,  106,  116; 
his  view  on  status  of  strikebreakers,  176 

Machinists,  International  Association  of, 
S.  F.  Local  votes  on  sympathetic  strike, 
20,  66 

McLaughlin,  John,  Secretary  S.  F.  Local, 
International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters, 
participates  in  conference  with  I.  A.  S.  F., 
58,  with  Mayor  Rossi,  65,  69;  informed 
of  I.  A.  S.  F.  plans  to  move  freight,  92 ; 
comments  on  N.  L.  B.  request  for  post- 
ponement of  teamsters'  strike,  130 

Mailliard,  J.  W.,  Jr.,  President  S.  F.  Cham- 
ber of  Commerce,  charges  Communist  ac- 
tivity in  strike,  26;  quoted,  30;  requests 
I.  A.  S.  F.  to  assume  leadership  in  settling 
strike,  55,  Exhibit  X,  209 

Mallen,  Ralph,  Chairman  Publicity  Com- 
mittee, S.  F.  Local,  I.  L.  A.,  opposes 
agreement  of  May  28,  35,  of  June  16,  77; 
opposes  arbitration  for  dispatching  hall, 
163;  criticizes  General  Strike  Committee, 
169;  states  conditions  for  terminating 
strike,  174 

Marine  Engineers'  Beneficial  Association, 
demands  of  Local  97,  20;  Local  97  joins 
strike,  25,  29,  boycotts  tug  boats  handling 
ships  employing  non-union  labor,  48; 
appeals  to  Mayor  Rossi,  66;  Local  97 
opposes  agreement  of  June  16,  74 

Marine  Workers'  Industrial  Union,  activity 
in  strike,  12,  18,  19,  27;  Joint  Marine 
Strike  Committee  refuses  to  work  with, 
79;  Labor  Council  denounces,  90;  police 
raid  headquarters  of,  157 

Marsh,  E.  P.,  Federal  Conciliator,  91,  177 

Masters,  Mates  and  Pilots  of  the  Columbia 
River,  support  of  strike  reported,  15 

Masters,     Mates     and     Pilots'     Union     of 
America,  appeals  to  Mayor  Rossi,  66 
Local  40,  demands,  20 
Local  90,  joins  strike,  25,  29;  reviews 
grievances  against  W.  E.  U.,  66 ;  opposes 
agreement  of  June  16,  74;  denies  Com- 
munist influence  in  S.  F.  Labor  unions, 
82;  demands,  88;  rejects  arbitration  for 
dispatching  hall,  133 

Matson  Navigation  Company,  strike  of  em- 
ployees, 4-5 

Maxwell,  M.  S.,  President  Calif.  State  Fed- 
eration of  Butchers,  122 

Mediation  negotiations,  see  National  Long- 
shoremen's Board;  President's  Fact  Find- 
ing Commission;  Rossi,  A.  J.,  Mayor  of 
S.  F. 


Meherin,  P.  W.,  President  Calif.  State 
Board  of  Harbor  Commissioners,  21,  102, 
103 

Meier,  Julius  L.,  Governor  Oregon,  54 

Merriam,  Frank  F.,  Governor  Calif.,  dis- 
cusses strike  problems,  40;  mentioned, 
47 ;  blames  Communists  for  industrial  un- 
rest, 65 ;  quoted  concerning  strike,  90 ; 
threatens  to  call  out  National  Guard,  93, 
110;  communicates  with  State  Harbor 
Commissioners,  102 ;  requests  that  Belt 
Line  Railroad  be  permitted  to  operate, 
110,  Exhibit  VV,  229;  calls  out  National 
Guard,  111,  Exhibit  WW,  230;  statement 
concerning  mobilization  of  National 
Guard,  115;  Labor  Council  adopts  resolu- 
tion censuring,  121;  replies  to  Labor 
Council's  vote  of  censure,  122;  threatens 
extension  of  martial  law,  140;  arranges 
protection  of  food  trucks,  147;  speech 
concerning  general  strike,  154;  refuses  to 
proclaim  martial  law  for  entire  city  of 
S.  F.,  164 

Merriweather,  Ralph,  Secretary  Marine  En- 
gineers Beneficial  Association,  48 

Milk  Wagon  Drivers,  directed  not  to  strike, 
143 

Morrill,  Clarence  S.,  Chief  of  Calif.  State 
Bureau  of  Identification,  147 

Morris,  Paddy,  Chairman  Northwestern 
Strike  Committee,  I.  L.  A.,  33,  89 

Municipal  activities  affected  by  strike,  136 

Municipal  Railway,  S.  F.,  operation  during 
general  strike,  151 

NAtional  Guard  Calif.,  Gov.  Merriam 
plans  to  use,  93 ;  instructed  to  prepare  for 
emergency,  95;  ordered  to  S.  F.  water- 
front, 111,  Exhibit  WW,  230;  arrives  in 
S.  F.,  113;  area  occupied  by,  111,  149, 
157;  Gov.  Merriam  justifies  use  of  in 
strike,  115;  Wm.  Green  protests  use  of, 
125;  additional  troops  sent  to  S.  F.,  153; 
Gov.  Merriam  urged  to  place  S.  F.  under 
martial  law,  164;  partially  withdrawn 
from  waterfront,  173;  withdrawn  from 
S.  F.,  175 

N.  I.  R.  A.,  Section  7a,  4,  6,  57 

National  Longshoremen's  Board,  appointed, 
96,  Exhibit  PP,  224;  plans,  97,  100;  con- 
ferences^, 102,  174,  175,  176,  178;  urges 
arbitration,  101,  104,  106,  115-16,  129, 
132,  138,  162;  maritime  unions  reject  ar- 
bitration proposal,  1 16 ;  comments  on  con- 
ditional acceptance  of  its  arbitration  offer, 
117;  hearings,  118,  129,  130;  urges  team- 
sters to  postpone  strike,  131;  threatens 
independent  investigation  of  strike,  144, 
Exhibit  EEE,  235;  issues  statement  con- 
cerning general  strike,  154;  I.  L.  A.  com- 
municates conditions  for  arbitration  to, 
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158;  supervises  longshoremen's  vote  on 
question  of  arbitration,  173;  proposals  for 
strike  settlement,  174;  confers  on  ques- 
tion of  strikebreakers,  176;  orders  seamen 
to  vote  on  representatives,  177;  announces 
end  of  strike,  181;  award,  182,  Exhibit 
KKK,  240 

N.R.A.  Board  of  Adjustment,  report  on 
complaint  of  I.  L.  A.  against  Longshore- 
men's Association  of  the  Port  of  S.  F. 
and  the  Bay  District,  4,  Exhibit  B,  185 

N.R.A.,  shipping  code,  7,  8,  9,  36,  39,  40, 
148 

Negstad,  Conrad,  President  Portland  Local, 
I.  L.  A.,  60 

Newspaper  comments  on  strike,  71,  73,  84 
149,  173 

Neylan,  John  Francis,  representative  of 
Hearst's  interests,  172 

OAkland,  Calif.,  strike  in,  15,  22,  131 
See  also  East  Bay  region 

O'Brien,  J.  P.,  Second  Vice-President  Amal- 
gamated Association  of  Street  and  Electric 
Railway  Workers,  177 

O'Connell,  John  A.,  Secretary  S.  F.  Labor 
Council,  member  N.R.A.  Board  of  Ad- 
justment, 4;  introduces  resolution  cen- 
suring Gov.  Merriam,  121 ;  member  Strike 
Strategy  Committee,  122;  comments  on 
W.  E.  U.  acceptance  of  arbitration,  130; 
urges  postponement  of  teamsters'  strike 
vote,  131 

O'Grady,  E.  B.,  representative  of  Masters, 
Mates  and  Pilots'  Union  in  Labor  Coun- 
cil, 90 

PAcific  Foreign  Trade  Steamship  Associa- 
tion, letter  to  T.  G.  Plant,  98,  Exhibit 
QQ,  225 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  135 

Perkins,  Frances,  U.  S.  Secretary  of  Labor, 
comments  on  strike,  41;  mentioned,  61, 
90,  96;  urges  arbitration  of  controversy 
over  dispatching  hall,  85 ;  answers  R.  Lap- 
ham,  148 

Peterson,  A.  H.,  Secretary  Pacific  Coast  Dis- 
trict I.  L.  A.,  statement  to  President's  Fact 
Finding  Commission,  22 ;  replies  to 
charges  of  Chamber  of  Commerce,  27; 
participates  in  Mayor  Rossi's  conferences, 
64,  68;  communicates  conditions  for  ar- 
bitration to  N.  L.  B.,  134,  138,  Exhibit 
CCC,  234;  submits  questions  to  N.  L.  B. 
175;  states  I.  L.  A.  attitude  toward  arbi- 
tration, 180 

Petroleum  Emergency  Committee,  states 
plans,  135,  Exhibit  DDD,  234 

Phleger,  Herman,  Counsel  for  W.  E.  U.,  64 

Picketing,  32,  40,  44,  61,  94,  101,  106,  108, 
110,  112;  by  teamsters,  134,  140;  I.  L.  A. 
complains  of  interference  with,  173 


Pidgeon,  A.  R.,  Superintendent  of  Belt  Line 
Railroad,  110,  111 

Plant,  Thomas  G.,  President  Waterfront 
Employers'  Union,  statement  concerning 
strike,  7,  Exhibit  E,  188;  communicates 
new  regulations  for  hours  of  work  to 
W.  E.  U.  8,  Exhibit  H,  193 ;  denies  J.  P. 
Ryan's  charges,  9,  Exhibit  J,  194;  letter 
to  W.  J.  Lewis  from,  11,  Exhibit  L-l, 
199;  denies  negotiating  with  L.  J.  Hoi- 
man,  49;  letter  to  I.  L.  A.  from,  54;  views 
concerning  preferential  shop  plan,  57; 
participates  in  Mayor  Rossi's  conferences 
58,  64;  negotiates  agreement  of  June  16 
with  J.  P.  Ryan,  65,  67-71,  Exhibit  HH, 
218;  communicates  with  I.  A.  S.  F.  con- 
cerning I.  L.  A.'s  rejection  of  agreement, 
77,  Exhibit  JJ,  220;  denies  possibility  of 
joint  settlement  of  strikers'  demands,  84, 
Exhibit  LL,  MM,  222;  replies  to  Sec. 
Perkins,  85 ;  states  that  employers  can 
make  no  more  concessions  to  end  strike, 
90 ;  presents  case  of  W.  E.  U.  to  N.  L.  B., 
129;  states  employers'  attitude  toward  sea- 
men, 138 

Police,  I.  L.  A.,  protests  use  at  Port  of  Rich- 
mond, 54 

Police  of  S.  F.,  action  of,  in  strike,  14,  18, 
33;  I.  A.  S.  F.  confer  with  officials,  91; 
clear  pickets  from  Embarcadero,  108; 
activity  on  July  5,  113;  charged  with 
strikebreaking  activities,  114;  Wm.  Green 
protests  use  of  in  strike,  126;  special 
officers  sworn  in,  149;  arrest  Communists, 
157,  160 

Portland,  Ore.,  strike  in,  15,  20,  37,  57, 
61,  123,  156,  173 

"Portland  plan"  for  strike  settlement,  57, 
72,  Exhibit  BB,  213 

Preferential  shop  plan  for  Longshoremen, 
38-39,  57,  65,  97 

President's  Fact  Finding  Commission,  ap- 
pointed, 7;  hearings,  7-10;  recommenda- 
tions April  3,  7,  Exhibit  F,  189;  mem- 
bers return  to  S.  F.,  13;  invites  J.  P. 
Ryan  to  S.  F.,  16;  urges  arbitration  of 
L  L.  A.  and  W.  E.  U.  controversy,  17 ; 
mediation  efforts,  24,  26,  28,  33 

President's  Mediation  Board,  see  Presidents' 
Fact  Finding  Commission 

Public  Health  Department,  S.  F.,  67 

Public  Utilities  Commission,  S.  F.,  orders 
striking  platform  men  to  return  to  work, 
151 

QUinn,  William  J.,  Chief  of  Police,  S.  F., 
61,  91,  127 

RAdicals,  agitation  develops,  1 1 ;  blamed 
by  E.  F.  McGrady  for  delaying  strike 
settlement,  25;  believed  to  be  influential 
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in  strike,  45 ;  said  to  be   in  control  of 
S.  F.  local,  I.  L.A.,  55;   Labor  Council 
denies  activity  of,  in  strike,  124 
See  also  Communists 

Real,  Charles  W.,  Secretary  Oakland  Local, 
International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters, 
132 

Reardon,  Timothy  A.,  Director  Calif.  De- 
partment of  Industrial  Relations,  19 

Reynolds,  Charles  A.,  Chairman  Seattle 
N.R.A.  Regional  Labor  Board,  member 
President's  Fact  Finding  Commission,  7, 
14;  participates  in  conference  of  June  16, 
68,  71 

Richmond  and  San  Rafael  Ferry  Transpor- 
tation Company,  20 

Richmond,  Calif.,  strike  in,  54 
See  also  East  Bay  Region 

Riggers'  and  Stevedores'  Union,  see  Long- 
shoremen's Association,  International, 
Riggers'  and  Stevedores'  Union 

Rioting,  see  Violence 

Roche,  T.  J.,  President  S.  F.  Police  Com- 
mission, 91,  148 

Rolph,    James,    Jr.,    Governor    Calif.,    re- 
quested  to   intervene   in   strike,    19;   re- 
quests federal  intervention,  20 
See  also   Merriam,   Frank   F.,    Governor 
Calif. 

Roosevelt,  Franklin  D.,  President,  U.  S., 
appoints  President's  Fact  Finding  Com- 
mission, 7;  quoted  as  not  intending  to 
intervene  in  strike,  41;  requested  to  in- 
tervene in  strike,  61,  62,  80,  83,  91,  96, 
98;  appoints  National  Longshoremen's 
Board,  96,  Exhibit  PP,  224;  N.  L.  B. 
states  that  he  will  not  intervene  in  strike, 
117;  leaves  settlement  of  strike  in  hands 
of  N.  L.  B.,  161-62 

Rossi,  Angelo  J.,  Mayor  S.  F.,  mediation 
efforts,  47,  52,  58,  68-71,  80;  appeals 
to  longshoremen  to  return  to  work,  8 1 ; 
addresses  mass  meeting  called  by  strikers, 
83;  communicates  with  federal  officials, 
92 ;  approves  of  N.  L.  B.  membership,  97 ; 
requests  I.  A.  S.  F.  to  postpone  freight 
movement,  95,  105;  refuses  to  withdraw 
police  from  waterfront,  114;  urges  arbi- 
tration, 117,  Exhibit  XX,  230;  answers 
charges  made  concerning  use  of  S.  F. 
Police  during  strike,  126;  mentioned,  135, 
172;  H.  Bridges  proposes  vote  censuring, 
139;  speech  concerning  general  strike, 
140,  145,  Exhibit  FFF,  236;  proclaims 
state  of  emergency,  146;  proclamation 
concerning  general  strike,  148,  Exhibit 
HHH,  239;  appoints  Citizens'  Commitee 
of  Five  Hundred,  150,  157;  requests  ad- 
ditional troops,  153;  comments  on  Labor 
Council's  resolution  favoring  arbitration, 
162 ;  refuses  to  ask  extension  of  martial 


law,  164;  states  that  general  strike  must 
end  before  maritime  dispute  can  be 
settled,  165 ;  proclaims  state  of  emergency 
ended,  177 

Ryan,  Frank,  Secretary  International  Sea- 
men's Union  of  America,  163 

Ryan,  Joseph  P.,  President  International 
Longshoremen's  Association,  reviews  situ- 
ation of  longshoremen  on  Pacific  Coast,  9, 
Exhibit  I,  193;  urged  to  come  to  S.  F., 
16,  22;  proposes  modification  of  I.  L.  A. 
wage  demands,  19;  comments  on  strike, 
2 1 ;  arrives  in  S.  F.,  30 ;  states  I.  L.  A. 
reasons  for  strike,  30;  comments  on  pos- 
sibility of  sympathetic  strike,  31;  advo- 
cates preferential  shop  plan,  31,  38-39, 

57,  58,  65 ;  opposition  to,  in  I.  L.  A.,  32, 
40;  participates  in  settlement  of  May  28, 
33,  comments  on  34,  35,  36,  37,  59;  rec- 
ommends  that    I.  L.  A.    sign   agreements 
with  employers   willing  to  recognize  it, 
38;  vetoes  separate  port  agreement,  41; 
protests  activities  of  L.  J.  Holman,  48; 
threatens   to  call  out  eastern   longshore- 
men, 52 ;  favors  extension  of  Alaska  ship- 
ping agreement  to  other  ports,  53;  plans 
separate  agreement  for  Northwest  ports, 
54;  states  that  strike  settlement  can  be 
effected  only  in  S.  F.  54;  enters  into  ten- 
tative agreement  in  Portland,  57,  Exhibit 
BB,    213;   confers   with   I.  A.  S.  F.,    58; 
participates  in  Mayor  Rossi's  conference, 

58,  64,   68-71;   communications   dealing 
with  dispatching  hall,   59,  Exhibit  DD, 
EE,  216;  quoted  concerning  prospects  for 
strike  settlement,  59,  60;  negotiates  agree- 
ment of  June  16  with  T.  G.  Plant,  65, 
67-71,  comments  on  73,  74;  comments  on 
rejection  of  agreement,  76,   78,  80,  82 ; 
speaks  at  meeting  of  S.  F.  Local,  I.  L.  A., 
75 ;  charges  Communist  activity  in  I.  L.  A., 
78,  117;  refers  to  possibility  of  general 
strike,  79;  refuses  to  call  out  longshore- 
men  in   East,   83 ;   approves  membership 
of  N.  L.  B.,  97 ;  criticizes  H.  Bridges,  99 ; 
states  that  eastern  longshoremen  will  not 
strike,  162 ;  comments  on  general  strike, 
169 

SAn  Francisco  Labor  Council,  see  Labor 
Council,  S.  F. 

Scharrenberg,  Paul,  Secretary  Calif.  State 
Federation  of  Labor,  181 

Schmidt,  Henry,  I.  L.  A.  member  Joint 
Marine  Strike  Committee,  76,  103 

Seafarers'  Council,  of  the  Port  of  N.  Y.,  53 

Seamen's  Union  of  America,  International, 
mentioned,  19 ;  votes  to  support  I.  L.  A. 
demands,  37;  opposes  agreement  of  June 
16,  74;  controversy  over  Marine  Work- 
ers' Industrial  Union,  79-80;  demands, 
88;  votes  on  question  of  returning  to 
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work  pending  arbitration,  117;  rejects  ar- 
bitration for  dispatching  hall,  133;  dis- 
cussion of  arbitration  concerning,  134, 
138,  158;  arrangements  for  vote  on  rep- 
resentation, 175,  176,  177;  votes  in  favor 
of  arbitration,  181 

Seattle,  strike  in,  15-17,  20,  23,  29,  41,  42, 
51,  61,  88,  98,  123,  156,  173 

Shelly,  Jack,  Secretary  General  Strike  Exec- 
utive Committee,  156 

Ship  Clerk's  Association  of  S.  F.,  de- 
mands, 88 

Shipowners  and  Merchants  Tug  Company, 
20 

Shipping,  affected  by  strike,  14,  16,  20,  21, 
23,  24,  32,  50,  82,  178;  S.  F.  again  made 
port  of  call,  166 

Shipping  companies  suggest  terms  for  strike 
settlement,  179 

Shoemaker,  John  D.,  I.  L.  A.  member  Joint 
Marine  Strike  Committee,  76 

Silvers,  S.  A.,  business  agent  International 
Seamen's  Union  of  America,  74 

Sloss,  Judge  M.  C.,  arbitrator  in  Matson 
dock  strike,  5 ;  Chairman  Citizens'  Emer- 
gency Relief  Committee,  49 

Smith,  Charles,  Mayor  Seattle,  51,  61, 
88,  98 

Spooner,  William  A.,  Secretary  Alameda 
County  Labor  Council,  137 

Street  and  Electric  Railway  Workers,  Amal- 
gamated Association  of,  Market  Street 
Railway  Local,  agrees  to  join  general 
strike  if  called,  119,  131,  137;  remains 
on  strike,  169;  arbitration  arranged,  177 

Street  Carmen's  Union,  Municipal,  agrees 
to-  join  general  strike  if  called,  137;  mem- 
bers return  to  work,  150,  151 

Strike  Strategy  Committee  of  Seven,  see 
Labor  Council,  S.  F.,  Strike  Strategy  Com- 
mittee 

Strikebreakers,  hiring  of,  15,  16,  49,  Ex- 
hibit O,  201;  number  employed,  21,  26; 
I.  L.  A.  demands  removal  from  waterfront, 
175,  176;  begin  to  leave  jobs,  178,  180 

Strikers  killed,  113 

Sympathetic  strike,  15,  18,  20,  25,  29,  37, 
48,  60,  66;  regulated  in  agreement  of 
June  16,  69,  70,  Exhibit  HH,  218;  re- 
quested of  eastern  longshoremen,  83 ;  con- 
demned by  Wm.  Green,  170 
See  also  General  strike 

TAcoma,  Wash.,  strike  in,  54,  61 
Taxicab    Drivers'    Union,    orders    general 

strike  vote,  133;  joins  strike,  139 
Teamsters,    International    Brotherhood    of, 
waterfront  boycotted  by  local  in  Los  An- 
geles, 20,  Oakland,  15,  17,  Portland,  15, 
Seattle,  15,  17 


S.   F.  Joint  Executive  Board  opposes 
general  strike,  102 

S.  F.  Local,  boycotts  waterfront,  16; 
agreement  with  Draymen's  Association 
concerning  sympathetic  strikes,  17;  refuses 
to  handle  freight  loaded  by  strikebreak- 
ers, 45;  importance  in  strike,  50,  52,  61; 
representatives  agree  to  accept  J.  P.  Ryan's 
decision  for  strike  settlement,  58,  70; 
refuses  to  join  Joint  Marine  Strike  Com- 
mittee, 87;  calls  meeting  to  consider 
general  strike,  119;  votes  to-  strike,  123, 
124,  131;  officers  confer  with  N.  L.  B., 
130;  issues  permits  for  trucking,  132, 
134;  blockades  highways,  134,  140,  147; 
votes  against  general  strike,  143 ;  votes 
to  return  to  work,  168 
See  also  Casey,  Michael,  President  S.  F. 
Local,  International  Brotherhood  of 
Teamsters 

Thurston,  Cliff,  member  Pacific  Coast  Dis- 
trict Executive  Board,  L  L.  A.,  33,  158 

Transportation  of  commodities,  affected  by 
Teamsters'  strike,  134,  135,  140,  142; 
during  general  strike,  150,  152,  165,  166 

VAndeleur,  Edward  H.,  President  S.  F. 
Labor  Council  and  Municipal  Street  Car- 
men's Union,  comments  on  possibility  of 
general  strike,  119;  states  that  Labor 
Council  is  supporting  strike,  120;  intro- 
duces resolution  censuring  Gov.  Merriam, 
121;  member  Strike  Strategy  Committee, 
122;  comments  on  W.  E.  U.  acceptance 
of  arbitration,  131;  urges  postponement 
of  Teamsters'  strike  vote,  131;  quoted 
concerning  possibility  of  general  strike, 
137,  141;  opposes  operation  of  S.  F. 
Municipal  Railway,  150;  outlines  attitude 
of  labor  toward  strike,  152;  protests 
against  newspaper  reports,  152;  comments 
on  action  of  General  Strike  Committee, 
160;  mentioned,  169 

Violence,  108,  142,  160,  178;  rioting,  16, 
18,  21,  22,  32,  94,  July  5,  111-14;  ter- 
rorization,  67,  156 

WAges,  Ferry  workers'  demands  concern- 
ing, 20 

Wages  of  longshoremen,  agreement  in  con- 
tract of  Dec.  3,  1933,  2,  Exhibit  A,  183; 
demands  of  I.  L.  A.,  5,  17,  22;  media- 
tion efforts  concerning,  on  coastwise  basis, 
8,  9,  on  local  basis,  9-10,  Exhibit  L, 
195;  federal  mediation  suggested,  10; 
public  statement  of  W.  E.  U.  concerning, 
18,  Exhibit  P,  201;  J.  P.  Ryan  suggests 
modified  demands  for,  19;  arbitration 
planned,  33,  70,  Exhibit  U,  206,  HH, 
218;  W.  E.  U.  statement,  129,  Exhibit 
AAA,  233;  W.  E.  U.  terms,  178 

Wages  of  seamen,  88 
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Wagner,  Robert  F.,  Senator  (N.  Y.), 
Chairman  National  Labor  Board,  urges 
postponement  of  strike,  13;  mentioned, 
22,  40,  158;  goes  to  Portland,  154; 
leaves  S.  F.,  173 

Waterfront  Docks  Workers'  Association  of 
New  Zealand,  39 

Waterfront  Employers'  Union,  breach  of 
contract  with,  by  Riggers'  and  Steve- 
dores' Union  in  1916,  1;  controversy 
with  Riggers'  and  Stevedores'  Union  in 
1919,  2;  organization  and  membership, 
2 ;  contract  with  Longshoremen's  Asso- 
ciation of  S.  F.  and  the  Bay  District,  2, 
3,  Exhibit  A,  183 ;  purpose  of,  3 ;  refuses 
demands  of  I.  L.  A.,  6;  negotiations 
with  I.  L.  A.  preceding  strike,  7-11,  Ex- 
hibit G,  192,  H,  193,  L,  195,  L-l,  199; 
public  statement  concerning  strike,  7,  13, 
15,  28,  42,  Exhibit  C,  186,  D,  187,  E, 
188,  M,  200,  N,  200,  W,  208,  concern- 
ing wages,  18,  Exhibit  P,  201,  concern- 
ing wages  and  hours,  129,  Exhibit  AAA, 
233,  concerning  dispatching  hall,  129, 
ZZ,  232;  denies  J.  P.  Ryan's  charges,  9, 
Exhibit  J,  194;  advertises  for  strikebreak- 
ers, 16,  180,  Exhibit  O,  201;  longshore- 
men attack  Mission  Street  headquarters 
of,  18;  terms,  24;  replies  to  I.  L.  A. 
charges,  31,  49,  Exhibit  T,  205;  nego- 


tiates with  I.L.  A.  May  28,  33,  Exhibit 
U,  206;  statement  concerning  new  union 
organized  by  Holman,  41;  obtains  suffi- 
cient stevedores,  49;  comments  on  Alaska 
shipping  agreement,  52;  refuses  prefer- 
ential shop  plan,  57;  negotiates  with 
I.L.  A.,  June  16,  68-71,  Exhibit  HH, 
218;  communicates  with  I.  A.  S.  F.  con- 
cerning agreement  of  June  16,  77,  Ex- 
hibit JJ,  220;  denies  possibility  of  joint 
settlement  of  strikers'  demands,  84,  Ex- 
hibit LL,  MM,  222;  refuses  further  con- 
cessions to  strikers,  90;  confers  with 
N.  L.  B.,  98,  101,  102;  agrees  to  submit 
to  arbitration,  118,  129,  138,  Exhibit 
YY,  231;  confers  on  maritime  strike 
question,  172;  duration  of  contract  with 
strikebreakers,  176;  terms  for  strike 
settlement,  178-79,  L  L.  A.  comment  on, 
180 

See  also  Plant,  Thomas  G.,  President 
Waterfront  Employers'  Union 

Welders,  Association  of  Certified,  Oakland, 
Local  No.  6,  votes  to  boycott  ships  em- 
ploying strikebreakers,  32 

Wilson,  Joseph,  District  Secretary  Inter- 
national Labor  Defense  League,  103 

Wilson,  Thomas  C.,  General  Manager 
Alaska  Steamship  Company,  23 

Working  rules,  10,  Exhibit  L,  195 
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